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‘THE IMPLEMENTATION. OF A NEW APPROACH TO - *
DISCIPLINE IN A JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL:
A CASE_STUDY OF 'INTERVENTIONS DURING THE PROCESS OF CHANGEL» 2

“Patricia Zigarmi o

" Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations Project -~
Research and Development Genter for’ Teacher<tducat ion
The' University og Texas at Austin

o

} . A . —

. Since the 1960';:'mi]]ions of dollars have been spent on the'devefopment
and dissemination of educationa]‘brodu;ts and programs. As a result, our
schoal systems are constént]y the focus of chaﬁge efforts. Unfortunately,
many of these efforts are Epsuccessfu]: student outcomes do not increase as
hoped and new progr§g5'disappear a§ seed money and enthusiasm fade. One rea-

son for this is thaf we still do riot know what brings -about successful change
in schools. What conditions must exist for successful implementation o oc-
cur? What are the major problems facing people who are asked'to change? What
are their needs? What actions can be taken by the organizational leader os
" the manager of the change effort to help peoplerwho are changing? How do we
know if these actions ha{e the effects.fhey'are'inpended to have on the people
thgy are iqtended to affect?

Although the ]iterature.on organizational change has begun to. explain why
change has been successfu]]y.imp]émented or mdintainéd in a particular setting‘

Ithe reséarch described heredin was conducted under contract with'the
National Institute of Education. THe opinions expressed are.those of the
author and do not necessarily reflect the position or poligy of the National
Institute of Education, and no endorsement by the National Institute of Educa-
tion should be .inferred. ; S—

V'251'ncere appreciation is expressed to the faculty and staff of the jun-
for high school and to all members of the Teacher Corps Project for their con-
sistent and complete coqperation in this study. However, responsibility for
these data and their interpretation rests solely with the Procedures for Adop-
ting Educational Innovations (PAEI) Program. : - .
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or why it has not occurred, there is very little knowledge or understanding\

about what happens between the key persons 1nvolved in p]ann1ng and manag1ng a
change effort and those persons who are asked to change. The focus of “'the
study reported here was to document the actions (i.e., interventions) of ‘a )
pr1nc1pa1 and several outs1de change agents_an.a schoo] where faculty nembers
were asked to change their approach to discipline. Facu]ty'members in the
school were then asked about their reactions to these 1ntervent1onS‘3 What
prob]ems remaified “unsolved from the teachers' perspect1vés7 What could have
been done differently? In other words, our research 1nterest on 1ntervent1ons
and thei¥ effects on participants 1n the change process became our framework
for data collection at the school s1te. In gen’%h we wanted to see what we
coh{d learn from a deta11ed descr.iption of interventions in one change effort
in a public school that would be instructive to other change facilitators in
similar situat1ons Hence, readers can draw their own conc¢lusions about ac-
tions that may facilitate and those than may hinder a change effort.

Fo]]ow1ng an overview of the- prOJect and our research des1gn, interven-
tions 1n three phases of the project (0r1entat1on and Inittal ﬁra1n1ng, Reor1-
“enting Directions and Continued Training, and Consolidation) are descr1bed
Fo]]ow1ng a descr1pt1on of the interventions-in each phase, quant1tat1ve data
on teachers' att1tudes toward and use of ‘the new approach to d1sc1p11ne are
presented and the effects of 1nterventTonS“on these data are discussed. The
paper coricludes with a set of observat1ons that Sfuture change fac111tato§s in
genera] might want to consider as they intervene to change part1c1pants atti-
tudes toward and use of an innovation. '

- N

Overview of the Teacher Corps Project “-'

. The project began dur1ng the summer of 1975‘when-facu1ty members—at a
state university located in a town of approx1mate1y 40, 000 ta]ked to the..local

.

3Interventmns are def1ned as actions or events that 1nf1uence use of
innoYation (Hall, Zigarmi & Hord, 1979).




Junior high school principal_about developing a two-year Teacher Corps4 pro-
Ject for the school. As a first step in the collaborative effort, a needs
assessment was conducted with junior high teachers, students, parents, and
‘administratdrs from the targef school and with university faqulty members to
ideniify the most crucial problems facing the.schooli Three major prob]eqs
were 1dentified: (1) discig)ine, (2) reading skills, and (3) student motiva-
tion. In response, the Teacher Corps Project was designed to provide training
to teachers in discipline, read%ng,~and diagnostic-prescriptive teaching stra-
tegies.5 ) \ 4
Throughout the.fall of 1975,.seyera1 meetibgs involving administrators |,
from the junior high school and university chujty members were held to devel-
op the  actual proposal for tﬁe project based on these thrée ﬁajor needs. For
the first year of the project, training was p]aﬁned in the areas of discip]iﬁe
strategies and readings during the .second year of the preject, training was to
be provided in diagnostic-p;escriptive te;ching'strgtegies. There was also an
ﬁntern'training cquon;ﬁla a special education compongnt and a cpmmun}£z~ggg-“
ponent, as required by federal Teacher Corps regulations. Finally, one facul-
ty‘membgr who was famjfiar with the quk of the Con;grns-Basgd'Adqggion Mole\
(CBAM) Project at the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at e
The dnive?sity of Texas at.Austin proposed a“collaborative effert to monitor
;eacheré' aﬁoption of new techniques in ohe of the problem areas thej'had
identified, discipline. . - < "~ 3 \\\

4The project that was studied was funded by Teacher Corps.. Since

* Teacher Corps has been ipstrumental ih promoting and facilitating many change
efforts in public schools through the provision of necessary resources and ex-
pertise,”d Teacher (Covps Project provided us with a valuable setting to learn
more about the change process. .

)

. 5In reviewing an early draft of this case study, the principal-said

that the format and structure of the needs assessment used in the school was
determined by Teacher Corps requiréments. . The format, at least in part, she e
felt influenced what was identified as a problem. Finally, she said that she

was not involved®in the final decision to train teachers in Glasser's model of '
Reality Therapy in response to the need teachers had identified in the area of
discipling: ~She never Yealized, she said, that Teacher Corps would promoté

the Glasser model as the approach to discipline in the school.

<
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ﬁent of a new approach to discipline at the school.

~ \ ‘
N .

Altnough the preject invelved several innovative thrusts at the junior
hign school, this’case study focuses on only one component:© the develop-
The goal of this compo-
nent as stated in the proposal was "to develob a success-oriented environment
for students." S

As outlined in the Teacher Corps proposal, the means for|meeting this
goal" 1gyolved use of the concepts and techniques of Bediitxil)erapy'deve]oped
by William Glasser. These' concepts, and the specific ways in which they might
be applied to school situations, are described in Glasser's book, Schools

Without Failure (1969). Glasser believes that schools are responsible for 2

deve loping "success identities" on the part of students. He claims, however,

that most schools propagate failure rather than success; and that feelings of
failure often lead to disruptive and delinquent behavior, as well as to low

academic achievement. According to Glasser, the two necessary ingredients for

prohoting the development of."success identities" are "involvement" and "re-

sbonsibi]ityl" Teachers must become involved with students and help them be-
come involved with their work and with one another. Through invo]vement, stu-
dents can be taught to assume responsibility for fulfilling their own needs
and for- accept1ng the consequences of their own behavior.. In his writings,
Glasser describes a set of procedures teachers can employ in working with in-
dividual students and with groups of.students to accomplish these goa]s.

The initial aim of the discipline strategies component of the Teacher
Corps Project was to train teachers to use G#asser's techniques in a'profi-
cient manner with their‘students principally to contro]'behaviora] problems.
Several major strategies which comprised the genera] plan for 1mp1ement1pg

this component of the prOJect were proposed: 7 )

P v

1. Inservice workshops, conducted by members of the Teacher Corps staff
and junior high s¢hool” administrators, would introduce teachers fand

-

6The principal was more involved in the d1sc1p11ne strategies component
of the Teacher Corps pOJect than she was in the other c%mponents and this com-

ponent provided us with the opportunlty to study inteventions over a two- year
period.

7Th1s list is derived from the proposa] and from obgervations at ‘the
school s1te

\e )

. ) 1(1
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parents) to the innovation and help them develop skills 1n using the
techn1ques ©of Reality Therapy.

2. The junior high school would have an on-site change facilitator--a
university faculty membér prof icient in the use.of Reality Therapy.
This facilitator would consult with individual teachers on problems
related to their use Reality Therapy and would conduct weekly
training and discussibn sessions with teachers during their planning
periods. .

3. The Teacher Corps Projgct would pay teachers' tuition foreuniversity
courses on topics r ed to use of the new approach to discipline.
Some of these coyrses could be conducted by the on-site change facil-
itator at the Jug1or high school.

4. Weekly faculty meetings, conducted by tne junior high school princi-
pal and the on-site change facilitator, would be devoted, almost ex-
clusively, to discussions” related to the implementation of Reality
Therapy

5. ‘Travel monies would be provided by the Teacher Corps Project so that
ior high school administrators and teachers could attend workshops
- given by William Glasser, the developer of Reality Therapy.

6. The entire Teacher Corps Project would be managed through a collabo-
rat1yevdec1s1on mak1ng process between the university and the junior
high school. The discipline strategies component of the project
would be managed by a separate leadership: team, inclgdimg—the princi-
pal and seven teaching team leaders.

7. An eva]uation of the implementation of Reality Thenapy at sthe junior
" high school would be mdde by members of . the Teacher Corps staff who
were work1ng with a research project studying the changg process at -
the Research and Development Center for . Teacher Education at the Uni-
versity of Texas at, Austin.
. |-
8. Several efforts would be made to disseminate information about the
new approach to d1sc1p11ne being implemented at the junior high
_school to persons in thd local community and’ to the other Teacher
Corps- prOJeets .

-

As teachers began to use Glasser's approach to discipline with their stu-
dents, several teachers who did not agree with the philosophy of Reality Ther-
apy in the first place became outspokenly cricital of the approach. Subse-
quently, the innovation as well as the 1mp1ementap1on plan was modified. A
#rge part of the case study that follows describes the adaptation of the ori-

-=:+ginal implementation plan and the development of severa]’ngw change strategies.
to help teachers put into practice a modified veréion of Reality Therapy based

o

’ o ! A
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on a "philoSophy of discipline” the developed . over several months. The, other

data presented Jn the case study p"fv1de an assessment of teachers' attitudes

toward and use of the innovatien qy r a two-year implementation period. These

quantitative data, as well as the./descriptive, ethnographic data, were col-

lected as part of an ongoing, ind‘fendent research effort at the University of

»

The Research Study * \
Conceptualization. at the

Ame time the Teacher Cgrps Project. was ac-

*tually introduced at the junior hjjgh school in August 1976, the research study

was initiated. T%é/research wag /conducted by the Procedures for.Adopting Bdu-

cational Innovatigns (PAEI} Pro  amlat thé Research and Development Center for

Yty of Texas at Austin. PAEI has been engaged

Tedcher Education at the Univer
ﬁn research -on change_inﬁsthoo]# and colleges for approximate]yhfive years. .

PAEI research is. based on t
Cofcerns-Based Adopt ion ModeT

conceptualization that is embodied in the
AM) (Hall, Wallace, & Dossett, 1973), a theo-

Y

retical model which prov1des ‘al'firamework for undédrstanding the change process
. The model is based on two ma jop (dimensions, Stages of Concern About the Inno-
- vation (Hall & Rutherford 1f é and Levels of Use of the Innovation (Hall,
i

Loucks, Rutherford & Newlov 975). In this study, quantitative data on |

3

Levels of Use (Lo®) and Stageg of Concern (SoC) were collected over the two-

y

year 1mp1ementat1on per1od j
‘Levels of Use LoU cé1b€/how individuals' behaviors change as they

daye10p fam111ar1zat1on and increasing skill ip us1ng an ‘innovation. . Eight
discrete Levels of Use of tie Innovat1on havé been defined. These levels
I

range from lack of knowing h,t the 1nnovat1onyex1sf§ LoU 0) to active and

e

ref ined use (LoU 1VB) and, further, to searching for a superceding innovat ion

(LoU VI). Table 1 names and jbriefly describes the e1ght Levels of Use. A

~ focused 1nterv1ew is uwsed to[obta1n informat fon to’ assess each indvidual S

Level of Use . (Loucks, Newlo/be & Hall, 1975). . ~ T
2 stages of” Concern (SoC)
user's feelings about the innovation. Seven stages have been identified (see

About the Innovation focus on the individual

Table 2). -In general, .it appears that as individuals_ first become aware of
and consider using an innovation, their most intense concerns are self- ori-
ented. Ihey are concerned about ‘what the innovation is and what use of the

Y
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oo : ‘ o Table‘l
' ' Levels of Use of the Innovatjon*

S ce

N

0. NONUSE: State in which the user has little or no knowledge of the in-

novation, no involvement with the innovation, and is doing nothing to- ‘

ward becoming involved. . - .

I ORIENTATLION: State in which the user has recéntly acquired or is
acquiring information about the innovation and/or has recently explored
or is exploring its value orientation and-its demands upon user and

“ user-system. . ) )

II  PREPARATION: State in which the user is preparing for first use ofs
the innovation. \ :

) -

IIT _“*MECHANICAL USE: State in which the user focuses most effort on the
short-term, day-to-day use of the innovation with little time for re-
flection. Changes in use are made more to meet user needs than client
needs. The user is primarily engaged in a st2pwise attempt to master
the tasks required to use the innovation, often resulting in disjointed
and superficial yse.

IVA ROUTINE: State in which use of the innovation is stabilized.. Few 7
r if any changes are being made in ongoing use. Little preparation or
* thought is being given to improving innovation use or its conse-

* quences. - . :

°

V8 REFINEMENT> State in which the user varies the use of the-innova-
tion to increase the impact on clients within immediate sphere of in-
» fluence. Variations are based on knowledge of both’ short- and long-
v o term consequences for clients.

. v INTEGRATION: State in which the user is combining own efforts to
- - use the innovation with related activities of colleagues to achieve a

collective impact on clignts within their common sphere of infly-

) ence. . RN ' : . ,

V1 RENEWAL> State. in.which the user reevaluates the quality of use of .

the innovation, seeks major modifications of or alternatives to present .
innovation to achieve increased impact on clients, examines new devel- . .
opments in the field, and explores new goals for*self and the system. '

- ~

*Excerpteq from: The LoU Chart: Operational definitions o% Levels of Use
of the Innovation. Austin: Research & DeVelopment Center for Teacher Educa-
tion, The University of Texas, 1975. . . ’ ! - -

.
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Table 2,
, Stages of Concern About the Innovation*

.

6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exp]orat1on of more wniversal benefits from
the innovatiod, 1nc1ud1ng the possibility of-major changes or replacement
with a more powerfu] alternative. Individual has definite ideas about
alternatives to the proposed or existing form of the innovation.

5 COLLABORATION: The focus is on coord1nat1on and cooperation w1th
others regarding use of the innovation.

4 CONSEQUENCE, Attagt1on focuses on impact of the 1nn0vat1on on stu-

dents in his/her Yhmediate sphere of influente. The focus Sis on rele-
vance of the innovation for students, evaluation of- student outcomes, in=

cluding performance and competencies, and changes needed to increase stu-
dent outcomes. .

3 MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of using
the innovation and the best use of 1nformat1on and resources. Issues re-
lated to efficiency, organizing, managing, scheduling, and time demands
are utmost.

2 PERSONAL: Individual is uncertain about the demands of the innovaz
tion, his/her inadequacy to meet those demands, and;h1s/her role with the
innovation. This includes ana]ySTs\gf his/her role in relation to the
reward structure of the organization, decision-making &nd consideration
of potential conflicts with existing structures or personal commitment.
Financial or status implications of the- program'for self and colleagues
may also_be reflected. S

1 INFORMATIONAL. A genéral awareness of the innovation and interest in .
Tearning more detail about it is indicated. The person seems to be un-
worried about himseif/henself in relation to the innovation. She/he is
interested in substantive aspects of the inh:}ation in a selfless manner

such as general ‘characteristics, effects, andfrequiréments for use.

0 AWARENESS: Little concern about or involvemént with the innovation is
indicated. ‘ ’ “

.*Original concept from Hall, G. E., Wallace, R. C., Jr., & Dossett, W. A.
. A developmental conceptualization of the adoption process within educational
institutions. Austin: Research & Development Center for Teacher Education,
The University of Texas, 1973.

Measurement déescribed in Hall, G. E. George A. A., & Rutherford, W. L.
MeasUring stages of concern about the 1nnovat1on A manua] for use of the SoC
Questionnaire. Austin: Research & Development Center for Teacher Education,
The University of Texas, 1977. )

N
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innovation may mean for them personally. As use of the innovation begins,

' users have more intense task concerns. Their dominant concerns are focused on
the logistics and management of the innovation. It is .oy after mdﬁy of the
task concerns are resolved that innovation users express more intense impact

. concerns.« These concerns focus directly on the effects of.the innovat ion on

students) A questionnaire is used to as'sess an individual's concerns about a
given innovat ion (Hall, George & Rutherford, 1977).

The third diagnostic component of the CBAM model is labeled "innovation
configu}ations" (Hall & Loucks, 1978). The copcept of innovation configura-
tions has been developed as a way of describing adaptations in the use of the
innovation as the} are made during implementption. In other words, the vari-
ous comﬁsﬁents of an innovation may be implemented fully or in part in differ-
ent combinations. The use of different component variations are called con-
figurations. Although the concept of innovation configurationé was only in
the process of being developed during the first year of the implementation
effort reported in thig\spudy, an effort was made by the research staff to
identify Glasser's mode 1 6? how the innovation, Reality Therapy, should be '
used and the various wa 1n\Wh1ch .teachers actually used the innovation dur- .
ing and at the end of the two-year implementation period.

Another compohent of the 8BAM, the concept of "intervgntions," was the
primacy focus of PAEI research .at the junior high school. fntervenf?ans are
defined'asc“actions or events that influence use of the innovation" (Hall,

/Zigarmi & Hord, 1979). Although the research-staff co]]ected diagnostic data
, (SoC and LoU) for two years at the f1e1d site , the main reason for PAEF in-

volvement with the Project was to collect data on interventions. “Toward this r
'end an-ethnographer was emp]oyed(to document action$ or events that occurﬁedf /
at the junior high school wh1ch might have some inflyence upon the implementa- ’ .

tion of the innovation. ' *

Data Coltection. Quantitative data on So( and LoU was collected on six
s$parate occasgions dqf1ng the two -year implementation_ effort: in September
1976; January 1977; April 1977 August 1977 -(SoC only); October 1977; and in
April 1978. Innovat1on .configuration deé was collected in September 1976, !
January 1977, April 1977 October 1977, /Apr11 1978, and in October 1978:
Qualitative data co]]ect1on efforts paralleled the guantitative research '

. effort. For two days a week during the F1rst year’ and two to three days a

A
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« month during the second year, an ethnographer. observed the change facilita-

Ators’g planning meetings with the prindipal, the principal's meetings with
teachers, workshops, weekly faculty meetings, and the change facilitators'
.meetings witn teacha#ng teams and conferences with individuals. Frequent in-
.\formal interviews with the change facilitators and project staff,'univérsity
faculty members, the principal, team 1éaders, and teachers were conducted by ’
the ethnographer. .lIn agpitjon, the ethnographer had access \;0 minutes of
meetings, faculty mailings, local school board agencies, and copies of school
policies. ,
Extensive notes of observations and interviews from each visit were kept.
Between visits, these hotes were organized into-episodes (ihterventidns that
occurred in the same meeting or were clustered around a common theme) and then
typedﬁ The cbmp]ete set of episodes for a visit describing what was happening
at the junior high school in relation to d1sc1p11ne.strateg1es were called
protocols. By the end of the two-year Teacher Corps PrOJect there were 30
protoco]s and more than 2000 pages of narrat1ve descr1pt1on

It should be noted that although the quant1tat1ve data col]ected about
teachers' Stages of Concern and Levels of Use of Reality Therapy were fed Back
to the project admini<strators each time théy’were collected, the ethnographic
data were not. Before the study‘began, it was agreed that the PAEi research
staéf would make no recommendations nor tdake any actions to influence imple-
mentation of the new approach to discip]ine.g The research was, for the
most part, separate.frpm}and independent of the Teacher Corps Project. It was
to be a descrjptivehéludy of what happenea in the.junior high school, not an
experTmenié? study.

r

87he term "change facilitators" is used here to refer to two university
faculty members who worked with the discipline strategies component of the
project during the first year & One of these facilitators woyﬁed full-time at
the junior high school. During the second year of the project, three univer-
sity faculty members served as change facilitators; two of them worked half--
time at the junigr high school. . '
At the conclusion of the study, the principal commented that she would
neverdagree to these conditions again. She felt the impJementation effort
woyld have benef1tted from ongoing consu]tat1on with the)research staff.
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Organization of the Case Study "

‘What_follows is" a déscription.of this two-year implementation of a new .
approach. to discipline organized and described according to the concepts cen-

. tral to the Concerns-Based Adoption Model: :
Leve]s of Use, and,

Interventions, Stages of Concern,
to a more limited exteni; ~The

Phase

Innovation Configurations.
description of interventions is broken down into three major phases
1--0r1entat1on and In1t1a1 Training, Phase 2--Reorienting Direckions and Con-
tinued Training, and Phase 3--Conso]1dat1on At the end of each phase SoC

and LoU data for teachers at the junior high school during that phase 1s pre-
sented

nd discussed. When ava11ab]e, informat ion about innovation conf1gura-

. tions is presented. The description of each phase concludes with an ana]ys1s

of how Zhe interventions that occurred during that phase influenced téachefs'

adaptations of the innovation and affected the change facilitators' implemen-
tation strategies. _ OF ‘
A PHASE 1: ORIENTATION AND INITIAL TRAINING,
AUGUST 1976 - EARLY JANUARY 1977
. 4 e
. ' Major Strategies and‘Tactics . ] y

&
-

L 4

Several major strategies and ‘tactics were initiated dunﬁng the first
phage of the project in re]at1on to the managemént of the project, traini

. 'ki;: \
They are”"described ¥

’

d1ssem1nat1on, eva]uat1on, and adm1n1strat1ve support.

the next‘sections of this case study. °
. )
Managément of the Proaect

’ The anag*ment team ana\the d1sc1p11ne strateg1é@ ]eadersh1p team
cording to the proposal,

. Ac..
the {Teacher Coros Project was to be managed by a team
composed of representatives fjrom the university and the junior high school.

The team included the project director and assistant project. d1reetor, a un1-.
ver51ty faculty member with primary responsibility for the d1sc1p11ne strate-

gies component of the project,

the on-site change fac111tator (a un1vers1ty

staff member’ ass1gned three-quarters time to the Junior h1gh school),

‘three

university facu]ty members in chargeoof the special educat1on

reading, and,

BN
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- ~
diagnostic-prestriptive components of the project, and the junior high school
principal. Approximately five months after tge project began, two junior high

school facelty members' were added to the management team (fee Table 3).

o

., Tab]e 3
Cast of Chara%ters

6 .

°

B

5]

Teacher Corps Project Director .
' Teacher Corps Assistant PrOJe?L.D1rector

University Faculty Member w1th‘¥r1mary
Respons1b111ty for the Discipline Strateg1es
Component of the Teacher Corps Projeét .

University Facu]ty Member Assigned to Reading
Component . . ®

University Faculty Member Ass1gned to Sp€c1a1
Educatiort Component ‘

Ted Carlton

Susan Smith

o2

>

Don Monroe
Gene Richardson

Louie Martinez

University Faculty Member’ Ass1gned to D1agnosﬁ—e-

Prescriptive Component -

On-Site Change Fac111taﬁ9¢s: . B
i First,Year of theAroject ' s M
Second Year of the Project

.

s ]

Junior High Schaol Principal'
4
@ Junior High School Assistat Principal .

Teacher Representat1ves on the Management
Team ) : s

- Harold Smith

& - ’ \
ij.Anderson‘
Dan Hall
Doug Blanchard
Marge Miles
Tom Reed

Mary Forsyth
Sharon Simmons |
]

5

'»

During the first phase of the Proaect the -management téam met every

othegpweek to share exper1ences and d1scuss what was happening in relation’to
Members of the” tzjm were particularly sensi-

-

each component of the prOJect

\ tive to}the possibility of mak1ng conf11ct1ng demands on teachers' time, and °
c so, much of the discussion in thermeet1ngs focu§5% on var1ous aspects of coor-
* * * ' , v . ) N
hd = ‘ ) . ) ~
. o - : 20
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dinqtion. A management team ﬁeeting wds also an occasion for the principal to
give the project director feedback on what needed to be done to make the proj-
ect rup more smoothly, which was done frequently.. | )
A]though the manage@ggL;team revjewed p]aﬁs‘deve]oped by Jim (on-site
change facilitator), Don (the university faculty member with primary responsi--
bility for discipline strategies) and Marge (the principal) for thg distipline-
strategies component of the project, few of the actual decisions aboutitrain-
- ing teachers to use Reality Therapy were made at management team meetings. In
.fact, a subgroup of the management team, consisting of Don, Jim, ahd Marge, in
—— oOrder to be able to pfan for the discipline strategies component of the proj-
ect, ysﬁhlly met once a week just pridr to the management team meeting. Théj.
constituted a leadership team for the disciptine ltrategies component of the
' pnpjéct for thts phase of the implementation.lo)

Training . \ . g
!/ The fre-school workshop, August 18-19, 1976. During "the Pre-School Work-
shop on'August 18-19, 1976, Teacher Corps project staff members were intro-

duced to thg fﬁculty and an ovezxigy of  the entire Teacher Corps Project was ~
presented. Once faculty members had shared what they defined discipline to be
with one another, thé eight steps of Reality Therapy were described apd a ra-
tionale for tﬁjs particulai approaeb to disicpline Qas given.” Teachers were
then divided into small groups and asked to peactice using Reality Therapy
with one another. Demonstrhti?ns were conducted (in one, the principal played
the rolelgf one of the most sfubgorn, disruptive}students in the school EET‘
the Zmusement of most fdculty members); a film was shown; and a number of

.. handouts summarizing G]asser}s_apbroach to discipline and copies of‘Glassen's
book, Schools- Without Fai]ure: were distributed.. Near” the end of tﬁe work-

shop, Jim and Don described how a typical Glasser class meeting proceeded, and
a demonstgggion class meeting was conducted by the prinqipal. ‘ N

'loln reading an early draft of this case study, the principal said
that at times over the two years she felt 1like the princCipal and the project
direct She sdid she felt that there was a lack of direction and that
Teachér Corps would "pick up and carry the ball," but that that didn't happen

the way she expected it to. "Often other responsibilities limited my.abil-
1ty to do some of the things’I knew needed to be done." : -

t
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Weekly faculty meetings. Dur1ng.the first year of the project,_wedﬁeggay

facylty meetings dealt with solving problems faculty members had encountered *
in using Reality ‘Therapy. Oge major problem that teachers identified had to
do w1£h students who were always in trouble. }o address this problem, a Stu-
dent Planning Room" (SPR)e¢§r isolation area staffed by Teacher Corps interns  ~
on an jftterim basis, was set up. During a faculty meeting in early September,
the principal described how the Student Planning Room would operate as an
alternative to suspension. T

Discussién of teachers' concerns about using the new appeoach to disci-
pline continued in faculty meetiqgs until mid-October. In one meeting, the
princiﬁa] Qent over rules related to discipline,in the faculty handbook. In
another meeting, Don revieweé the concepts of Rea1ify Therapy. and showed &
film by William Glasser. By mid-October, hoWever; the‘principal sensed that
the faculty was ever1oaded and tired of talking about discipline strategies,
so faculty meetings near the end of dctober and early November were devoteddto
other. topics. ; ) '

Class meetings. Teachers begap to.conduct class meetings about a month

after the beginning of theé¥school year. A need soon surfaced for some proce=
dure to deal with sugoestion¥y made by students during these meet ings for
chaaging school rules. As a re§u1t, a school-wide compunicdtion structure was
estab]ished.’ Don, the_unjversity faculty member with responsibi]jty for the
discipline strategies component of the project, developed these procedures:
(1) each-homeroom wouTd select a student representative to meet with the ad-
‘ministration of the school on -a regu]ar basis following each 'school=wide class
meeting and (2). the faculty would e]ect faculty representatives from each

. teach1ng team to meet with th adm1n1strat1on following each school-wide class
meet1ng The plan and rat1on:\e for the plan was shared with faculty members
at a faculty meeting near the end of September. The first adm1n1strator/stu-
dent c]assigfet1ng was held. at the end of October and two more were held with-
in the next month. The first administrator/faculty meeting was not held until
Decembé?, The result of this first round of meetings was a change in the .
school's gum-chewing rule, much to the satisfaction of students.

The on-site change facilitator's meetings with teaching teams during .

planning periods. Jim's first meetings with teaching teams were used to en-

courage teachers to talk about how their first class meetings had gone and to

n -
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discuss any problems they might be hav1ng in using the new apprach to disci-
pline. At those t1mes teachers expressed concern about whether the office
would support them when a student was referred to the officeNfor disciplinary
reasons and abolt the amount of time it tgok to use Reality Therapy.

At the end of October theaon site change facilitator used tapes of his
interactions with students to demonstrate various communicationsﬁski]ls. He
suggested how teachers could modify some df the steps of Rea]ity'Therapy n
working with students whp had special needs. He also worked with teachers in-
dividually and conducted class meetings in teachers' classrooms at the1r_re;
quest. On a number of occasions, he-was invited to work with.students who'
were repeatedly giving teachers problems: ‘

Dissemination

Public relations sessions with the poard of education and parents.

Ouring the first pirase of the project, the principal kept parents and the‘
board of education informed about what was happening in relation to discipline
strategies at ‘the school. She discussed the rationale behind the new—approach
and described the theory and techniques. As part of her presentat1on to the
Board on Ndvember 15, 1976, she shared a set of statistics compar1ng the num-
ber of suspensions and exp]us1ons during the 1975-76 school year with the num-

. ber of suspansions and explusions during 1976-77. " In the 1975-76 school year

there had been 26 suspensions, 6 expulsions, and 1@7 days of school lost by
November 15th. In coﬁtrast, during 1976-77 there had been 20 suspensions, 3
expulsions, and 55 days of school lost as of‘November 15th.11

A Y
(4

Evaluation ' | A
Data collection by the'research project. As part of the research_effort,

data on feachers' concerns about and use of the new approach to d1sc1p]1ne

were collected seuera] times over the course of the two-year implementation
-3

effort. In September, during the first phase onEDe project, LoU interviews

were conducted and SoC Questionnaires were administered. Information from

> 5

The principal said that she was trying to give the Board something
Yeoncrete, something.they would understand. She was not seeking: to measure the.
success of the implementation effort in these terms.

B
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thése instrpments was shared mith/Teather Corps‘ﬁtaff memberé and with the
jumior high scheol principal in Septembper and October.12 ‘Although the re- >
search staff pointed out that’ the project staff tended to fdcus their efforts ‘
-on junior high schgol facu]ty members who were negat1ve toward the innovation

o rather than on faculty members, who were strugg]1ng to use it, knowledge of, SoC
and LoU data_ was not used as a basis for reth1nk4ag’1mp1ementat1on strateg1es

- or mak1ng changes.1n the game p]an Rather, the data were pr1mar11y used to
conf1rm the change facilitators' and the principal's intuitive sense of what
was happen1ng 13- . .
No other formal eva}uat1on of the imple tation effort was undertaken
7 dur1ng the f1rst phase of the project, a]though the management .team d1d dis~
cuss an evaluation proposal from a faculty member at the university. The on--

<
site change facilitator, Jim, also began to plan a separate evaluation of the
project for his doctoral dissertation. »~

»
-~

N ~ - . )
\\\\ Administrative Supﬁbrt and Modeling of thé Use of Realg_y Therapy -
Perhaps one of;The key factors 1nf1uenc1ng teachers' use of Rea11ty Ther--

apy during the first phase of the progect was the pr1nc1pa1 S support_-and a§-

vocacy. [Durting the first weeks of school, the pq}nc1pa1 talk out Reality

Therapy with teaching team leaders and with curr1cu1um 1eade(§4§§2he Eonferred
with faculty members individually if they came to her with prob]ems related to

~ 1ts use. . She also practiced <be new ap’roach with stude ts who were referred

to the office for disciplinary reasons and then related her own successes to

faculty members who were less gnthusiastic. ' T
; L . When the change facilitator was out of town near the end of September, the
. principal conducted the meet1ngs he usually had with thé teaching teams on a
K weekly basis, clarifying the purpose and steps’of Reality Therapy and, in gen-

eral, offering support and understanding for the efforts teachers were making.
L]

¥

12There was a delay in gettin@ the data back to the project. Even .~
when it was shared the principal said, "I didnLt kno how to use it.".

l3After reading an eagiy drafghoyrth1s case study, the principal
explained thiat the data u§§190%=ﬁ partly because it was. returned 1ate

v and part

ecause the data was aggregated by teaching tteams which made 1t
Cdifficul

or the changq?fac111tators to individualize interventions.

s
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" During thes;\}eetings!(the principal also shared examples of how effective she
thought the new discipline methods could be with students from her own experi-
“ence. She let faculty members;know that she understood the difficulties in-
vo]JgE in making this type of. change and assured them that the office would
sug\s;t what they did in'disciplining students, as long as those actions were

<

reasonable and gave students options. .

«Because the principal had sensed some serious reservations about the
project on the part of some teachers, she felt it was importang to meet with
the team leaders to find out more about these concerns and to emphaéize the
“.importance of the team leaders' role in the implementation of the new approach

to discipline. An all day meeting was held in mid-October: At this meeting,
team leaders discussed problems théy and their team teachers were having with
the innovation. Everyone was feeling pressure because of the time it took.
They also felt that follow-up’,aré office re%erra]s,were problems. Several
team leaders wanted SuggeStions as to how to keep track of ;tudent commit -
ments. Finally, much of the discussion dealt with what should happen to stu-
dents who broke their commitments. In response to these concerns, team lead-
ers spent the afternoon of their all-day meeting outlining the role of the
team leader, the gu1d2nce counsejor, and the office in relation to disci-
p11ne .
By m1d November, two months after the project had been initiated, EﬁEng
and facu]ty morale were low. Wednesday faculty meet1ngs were not ‘being held.
The on-site change fac111tator was encountering strong res1stance from faculty
members in a few teams. At this point of the 1mp1ementat1on process, the dis-
ciﬁ]ine strategies leadership team (Don, Jim, and Marge) met and agreed to* try
First, thg

principal would interview all faculty members individually to brobe their con-

two new tactics to éncourage teachers' use of Reality Therapy.

cerns, and, then, a round of three faculty meetings would be scheduled to de-
Qe]op a "pnilosophy of -discipline" for the junior high school that all of the
faculty membgrs in the. school could support. "It was aéreed that during the
-‘first facultx meeting afté? the interviews, the princ{pal would share a sum-
mary of what.she had learned from her intervi%ys with individual faculty mem-

bers. A
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Other Events That Influenced Teachers' Use of Reality.}herapy During the
First Phase of the Project

Finally, one other important event occurred during thé first phase of the

-~

Teacher Corps Project at the junior high school that influenced teachérs'use
of the new approach to discipline. Ln early December 1976 the State Depart-
ment of Education decided to fund the Student Planning Room with special edu-
cation money. This decision meant that a permanent staff member would be as-
signed to the SPR to work with chronic discipline problems and that the room
was likely to beche more of a central, and stable setting for implementing
the school's approach to discipline. Upon receipt of the money, a woman from
the central office of the school district was assigned tq staff the room on a
temporary basis until a fyll-time teacher could be hi}ed at the béginning of
vthe second semester. ~

The major actions and events that influenced peacherg' use of Reality

- Therapy during the first phase of the project are summarized on the time line
) shown in Table 4. .
el .
Stages of Concern Data for Phase I v

Stages of Concern Questionnaires were admin@stered to teachers in Septem-
W her 1976 and again in January 1977. Figure 1 presents S6C data for the first
data collection period, which was actually completed béfore teachers held .
Fhéir first class meeting, while Figure 2 summarizes the Qata:from the second
"measurement period in January'1977. '
In September 1976, before teachers had begun to use Reali Therapyt
Stages 0, 1, and 2 concerns were higher than the other 'stages.” Percentile
» © scores at Sof's 1 and 2 were almost equal. Teachers wanted to know more about
the innovation and how usiné'it would affect them personally. By January .
‘1977,'managgment concerns had increased if intensity (i.e., concerns about how
to actually use the eight steps of Reality Therapy and how to conduct a class
meeting and how to organize the time necessary to use the techniqﬁes and to.do
follow-up with students). Stage 6 concerns were also slightly higher in Janu-
,ary 1977 than they were in September 1976. This score, coupled with others,
indicated that some teachers were already expressing rese(yatfbns about the
.1nnovatiop. Although there were  variations to this pattern in some teaching

teams, these pe}centjles reported above are fairly typical of new users.

\
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. Table 4 ’
» . td
Major Strategies, Tactics, Events That Occurred During Phase 1 --
s Orientatifn and Initial Training ) o
August, 1976 September Octover November December Januar\/,\977
. .
Project Management Activities N
Managerent Team Meet ings T -
. P
Clscipiine strategies lsadersnip team meef(ngs v
hd A)
<
Tralning Activitlas ’
The preschool workshop .
(August 18=-19, 1976)
o Aoekly faculty moetings cevoted ——>= (Faculty mmwetings Initial faculty
Yo discipline strateqies cancel fed in meeting to deveiops ’
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Figure 1:

E 4

Distribution of Teachers' Concerns About Uge of Discipline
Strategies, 'Expressed in Percentiles, September 1976 (N = 42)
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Figure 2: Distribution of Teachers' Concerns About Use of Discipline -
, Strategies, Expressed in Percentiles, January 1977 (N = 42)

N
i N ol Al 1
4 GF' ;t‘ fv Hn Ed LU Av . Y
A cC r“* T T T T e
! : : : - : : \&P.N 1877, | 1 -
, % Z- Z z z z z "N o= 42
I : : : : : : o
80 d—-— — e - - - -
] i : : . : :
/‘\ : : : : : :
L - - . : - -
R L I V. S
= 1 l z - Z DT
L . " : : : z
-t ] - : - : : - -
40 -
L : Z : : : : :
o - : : : z
v : : : : : : \
20 1 — — - -
I :

¥

-

Lﬂr—-llll'lill

(o))
~

T W -—lll!"ll{i‘

m N Pty

U)v—-—l
__i
D .
op

CONCER

w
. A
=




. ¥
-\ ,' ' g o\
- Levels of Use Data for Phase 1

Levels of Use interviews were conducted with all members of* the junior
high school faculty near the beginning and end of Phase I, in Sebtember 19
_and again in January 1977. These two groups of interviews

ide insights

into the actua] behaviors of  individual teachers in re)ation to use of Rea11ty \
Therapy dur1ng the first’ phase of the project.
In September 1976, a very lenient standard was used to classify teachers
- as users (LoU III or above): if a teacher had held a class meeting, that
teacher .was €lassified as a user. Table 5 pnesents the LoU ratings for the
group at that time. Because the first dﬁass meet ings that were held were
required, all junior'hjgh school teachers were considered user$ in Segtemhgr .
1976. As would be predicted, the majority of the subjects were at LoU III:.
they were using the innovation .in a very mechanical, uncertain way. General-
- ly, they were not clear about what steps‘should be taken next in using Reality
__Therapy. Their planning for use of the innovation was day-by-day QL_Q,ést and,
most “often, moment-by-moment.' Questions about management of the innovation
were clearly uppermost in their minds. , -
Given the large number of  teachers at SoC's 1 and 2 and at LoU III,
teachers who were unsure of what steps to take next or how to take them,'we
would hypothesize that fhe most appropriate interventions during this phase of
inplementation would be those focusing on resolving the persondt, inforqation-
‘\ .al, and management needs of teachers. A review of the interventions described
in the preceding sec&gon indicates that many of the_ interventions did seem to

be appropr1ate. They focused, on providing adﬁat1ona1 information about the

innovation, on teachers persgnal concerns, on improving mechanical use of
various parts of the 1nnovat1on, and on techniques for using the e1ght steps
of Reality Jherapy and for ,conducting class meet1ngs Weekly faculty meet- \
ings, the establishment of a school-wide communication structure, the on-site
change facilitator's meetings with teaching teams, and consultation with .indi-
vidual faculty members and e principal's modeling of the innovat jon were a]]
directed, to some extent, qt the informational, persona], and management con-
cerns of the facu]ty What ‘influence did ‘these 1ntervent1ons have on the
¢ subJects subsequent use of Rea11ty Therapy? .

Table 6 presents the Leve]s of .Use data for teachers at the junior high - .

school in January 1977. At that time, a different standard for what consti-

~
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_ " Table 5
Percent of Subjects at Each Level of Use, September 1976 (N = 42)

Level of Use Il II1 IVA IVB

Percent ages ' . 0 74 17 7

_Table 6
Percent of Subjects at Each Level of Use, January 1977 (N = 42)

Level of Use i ~I1 IIL VA Ive VI
_.Percentages 0 43 4] 5

tuted use of the innovation (LoU III or above) was used To be classified a .
user, a teacher had to hold at”least two class meet1ngs, ask students to make

oral or wr}tten plans to change their behav1or follow-up with students to !ee e
thdt plans were carried out and when p]ans were not carried out, prov1de

students with opportun3t1es to develop another plan before taking punitive

action, \ - .

In part, because different criteria for what constitutes use of Reality
Therapy, or "discipline strategies" (as the new app{oach to discipline at thelgy/
junior high school came to be called) was used, there was much greater varia-'

" tion in LoU ratings in January than there was initially in September The . ‘

percentageguL4LpJects who were using the innovation at LoU III droppéd mark-

A
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-edly (from 80 percent to 39 percent). ApparentTy, either experience with the
innovation and/or some of the interventions that occurred between September
and January were effect1ve in helping a number of teachers reso]ve some of °
their personal concerds and.management problems in relat1on to use of the in-
novation. Even so, more than one-third of the faculty were still having dif-
ficulty managing the inngvation five months after it was. introduced.

Despite the fact that several teachers could be classified as "routine
users" in January 1977, management concerns persisted and, in factf were high-
er than any’other concerns at this time in the implementation process. The
.ethnographic data and comments in Lol interviews also revealed that several
teachers found that it,was difficult to use Reality Therapy.with some Stu-
dents. This raiseddoubfs in their minds about the u1t1mate value of the in-
novation (as reflected in higher SoC 6.concerns in January). Other teachers
were having difficulty finding time to uti]}ize Reality Therapy. Finally, a
number of teachers were uncertain of their role in handling discipline prob-
lems in relation to the functions of both "the office".and the Studen¥ Plan-
ning Room. They continued to ask for information on how the office would .
handle disciplinary referrals (SoC 1--Informational concerns), and many of
them said they were raluctant to send students to the office or to discuss
discipline problems with the principal because her expectations for use of
Reality Therapy were so high (SoC 2--Persohal concerns) -

Among the seven percent . who were rated nonusers (LoU 0-II) in January

1977 (three. teachers), two,expressed dislike of the 1nnovation and simply were

not using i}. The other teacher spoke favorably about Reality Therapy, but

for various reasong, primarily because she felt her own strategies for dealing
with discipline problems‘were.working, she was not actually using it.
There were at least two distinct groups of subjects rated at LoU IVA

(Rout1ne use) in January at.’ the end of Phase I. One group had resolved their

management problems and were using Rea11ty Thérapy without much .difficulty

while still attempting to learn more about it. Another, somewhat smaller,

) ’~§roup ﬂ%s rabher skeptical and unenthusiastic about the %nnovation. This
_._group had settled intopa,minjmal _pattern of use.with which they were comfort- - —

’able. Their comments during the LoU 1nterv1ews indicated they were giving no

thought to changing that pattern._ This group, along with some,of the non-

i
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users, was responsible for most of the resistance and low lwrale that was evi-
dent in the faculty about mid-November 1976, in the midd]e of*Phase 1.
. »
L3 ’ ‘ » ’ R
_Analysis -- Phase 1

R & 5 .
Interventions Related to Administrative Support for Teachers Use of the
Innovation .o y

Much of the literature on organizational change talks about the impor-
tance of~“adm1nistrative support"” for successful‘implemeatation'(i e., Gross,
Giacquinta, & Bernstein, 1971 Berman & MclLaughlin, 1975, 1976 and Zigarmi,
1972). C]early the prnnc1pa1 in this change effort valued the innovation and
supported its use with students by conducting demonstration class-meetings, i
sharing her successfil exper1ences in-using ReaI1ty Therapy %ith teachers,_
clarifying the procedures and steps involved in using the 1nnovat1on, attend-
ing team meetlngs, conferring with individual teachers and team leaders about
d1sc1p]1ne problems, 1ncorporat1ng the use of Rea11ty Therapy .as a criterion
in teacher evaluation, and, in general, promoting use of this new approach to
discipline with teachers,‘thesboardgof education, and with parentsf Hef ac-
tive stance and insistence~that Reality Therapy be used in the school was a
key factor in nfluencing teachers' use of the innovation durin§ this first

. ’

phase of the prOJect. © e ,

However, not all of the pr1ncgpa1 s actions dur1ng this per1od had a pos-
itive effect on 1mp1ementat1on. For example, the pr1nc1pa1 came to*be11eve
(with the support of the ghange facilitators) that corporal pun1shment (padd1-
t ing), espec1a11y the extenf to which. 1tohad been usedF1n the past at the jun-
ior high schgﬂ], was not .compatible Wwith use of the 1nnovat1on. Therefone,
sh& and the assistant principal stopped paddling students who were referred to
" the office for disc1pl1nary reasons. Instead they talked to students about
the reasbns for their behav1or'and asked them to make wr1tten or ora] commi€-
_ments to change that behavior. . y )

— -Neitherj she-nor the change facilitators anticipated the effeét that
changing the way the office routinely handled disciplinary referrals would
have on teachers. What happened was that some teachers panfcked They ha
never viewed Reality Therapy as a rgplagement for paddling. In fact, they as-
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~ the office was doing. " Teachers' personal and mana

S -/
. ; —
sumed that they would be able to rely on paddling as a last resort when Real-
ity Therapy did not work. When Several faculty members became aware thét stu-
dents were being sent back to class without havi g been padé]ed or punished in
some way, they accused the office of not/§ypportfng teachers ) B .
The issue is further complicated by the fact that teachers were not get-
ting feedback on what the off1ce'was doing w1th_dJsc1p11ne reférrals. TFhey
simply heard from students that "nothing" was betng done; i.é., studegtsrhere
not_being paddled or susgended, just "talked to." Howewer, it is likely that
even if feedback had been given,;many teachers wou\d ﬁot have-agreed with what
}Ement concerns were so high
dur1ng the first few months of the project that they woutd haye been unable to
understand ‘the 1ong-range impact of the office's actions on students.

r

S0, what m1ght have been done in addition to what was.done to help these

teachers who were critical of the innovation feel that the office was support-

ing them? In the first place, early distussions between these teachers and
the princieal and assistant principal might have.helped reconcile conflicting
expectations. They needed to talk about questions like: To what extent is
paddling inconsistent with Reality Therapy? Under what circumstances would
paddling be acceptable? How could the office feel reaéonab]y sure- that teach-
ersshad tried to use Real%ty Therap>\¥it: students before students were sent
to the effice to be badd]ed? Alfhough the way teachers a‘é adéinistrators
might have answered these questions may not have been consistent with William
Glasser's answers to these questiohs, the discussion~itée1f would have allowed
these teachers to fee] supported by the office, both s1des would have fe]t
they were working toward the samé goals, and expectat1ons for” “when strateg1es
other than Reality Therapy would be acceptable would have been.clarified.
Secondly, thé change fact]itatgrs could have»werked with the_principal
and asgistant princieal during this phase of the‘project to heledtﬁgm under-
stand why a teacher might interpret the administration's use of Reality Thera-
py as a lack of support. It is understandab]e that, for teach@rs who "were
strugg]ing to use Reality Therapy, having students who were “behavior prob]ems
returned from the office to Clgss so quickly made it eyen more difficult for\
these teachers to work through their prob]ems with the approach. In this a
case, the change fac111tators might have 1ntervened with the pr?nt1pa1 and
assistant principal to help them see/that their own use oﬂ_Rea11ty Therapy may

ce , . AN
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not have helped teachers resolvq their -immediate problems/concerns with use of
the innovation. It may have been more heﬁ ul to teachers who were learnin
how to use the innovation for the office to have kept some of the students out
of class longer, especially Knowing, as the principal did, that Reality Thera-
py would not work with all studgnts. ' > 7
While some teachers criticized the office for not supporting them when

'they sent students to the offic discip]ijry reasons, other teachers per-
ceived that their honest attempts rn how to use the innovation were not
supported. Ethnographic dat the f§>st phase of the project show that
the change facilitators {(Don and Jim) and the principal tended to focus on

people who were critical fof the innovation (perhaps six to eigﬁt faculty mem- - -

bers out of a total of 42) in the first few months of the project. Their

energy went into planning for dealing with the criticisms these people voiced.

They did not spend as much time thinking about how to positively reinforce

teachers who were tryiné to use the innovation. This emphasis on people who

were-critical was most evident in discipline strategies leadership team meet-

?ngs and in"the change fagilitators' weekly meetings with teaching teams where

ope or two negative faculty members could monopolize a whole session.

If is interesting to consider why some faculty members rejected Reality

Therapy so early, in this first phase of thé'project. " For some, it was prob-

ably because of a different set of values about the need for punishment. For

others, their rejection may have been because of the principal's outspoken

suppdrt andr?hsjstence that all teachers use this approach. Others who were

critical may have felt comfortable wifﬁ‘fﬁgz?’own overall approach to disci-

pline, felt that it was effective and humane with a majority of students, and, .

therefore, had not defined discipﬁine as a problem.

Ag%in, these observation§\raise some serious questions about the nature

and complexity of administrative support required for the successful imp]gmen-
" tatian of Change. For gome teachers, perhaps further explofation of the as-

sumptions and values of various approaches to discipline would have lessened

their resistance. Or these same people might have been more interested if

they had seen the effects of a positive. approach to discipline in a school

v B
that had a]re??y‘implemented Reality Therapy. For others, a lowckeyed ap-
proach on the part of the principal might have b&en facilitative.

~
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For the third group of teachers who did not define discipline as a prob-
1é&$ the. principal may have needed to consider whether or not these teachers
reaMy dideneed to change their approaﬁh to discipline if, in fagt, they were’

. already relating to students in a way that increased student responsibility.
It may have been that the innovation was.not approrpiate for these teachers.
That possibility raises some questions about the utility of needs assessments
in planning innovativewprogqgms.

L]

Prob]eﬁs with Needs Assessments

There are always problems with needs assé;sment in federal” change pro-
jects of this kind. Teachers are usually asked to respond to a questionnaire
listing several areas of need. Because there is a proposal to write, there.is
no time to probe what is meant By th:&)\eed" that the majority of(teachers
chogse more specifically. For example, consider the situation wherein teach-
S ers identify "djscipline" as a need. Does this mean that teachers are dissat-

V/ isfied with their overall approach to discipline and would like to learn sope
new techniques? Does it mean that they need to learn something about mot ivat-
ing students' learning? Or, does it mean that they want assistance in dealing
with a’'few chronic discipline problems? Neither the outside change facilita-
tors nor the principal in this project knew what teachers meant when thdy ‘Ff
indicated they had a "need in discipline." 1In fact, several teachers in this
study could not even remember completing a needs assessment because there was
sixteen-month break between the assessment and the initiation of the projgct.

- ~ Further, once a need has been identified, a solution (which is an inndxa-
tion or some form of a chagge to pe implemented) is selected. . In many cases,
the inno¥ation selected is not obviously related to what people meant when
they expressed @ need in a given area. .In this case, teachers at the junior
high school did not participate in the decision to select Reality Therapy as a
solution to their expressed needs in the area of discipline; university'faculn
ty members chose the innovétion. This “fact may have caused some teachers to
be eritical of the approach from the outset. -~

Establishing Criteria’'for What Constitutes Use of the Innovation

Fing]]y, both the ethnographic and the quantitative data in this study °
pointed to the need for the change=facilitators to identify criteria for what

N 3 \
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constituted use of the innovation at the'beginn1n§ of the implementation ef-
fort. -Although the proposal stated that teachers would be more humanistic to-
ward students as a result Bf participating in the project and although the
principal could state several objectives for the school's being involved in
the project (there would be fewer suspensions and expulsiong; fewer studepts
would be semt to the office; teachers would give students more responsibility,
/etc:), the change facilitators did not agree on criteria for what individual
" teachers would actually be doing when they had impfemented the new approach to
Qisciplinef' Moreover, the criteria .were never written down during the first
phase of the project, nor were they shared with the faculty. In fact, by mid-
fall, the focus of the change effort had shifted\away from the implementation
of a specific innovation, Reality Therapy, to a more general goal of helping
teachers examine and modify the approaches to discipline they were already
using.. Noting signs of low morale and energy, the change facilitators and the
principal felt th increasing pressure on teachers to adopt Reality Therapy
would jeopardize the more general goal they had of developing humane disci- '
pline practices at the junior high school. By January, the term Real{ty Ther-
apy was.not used ang the change faci]jtators referred to their work with
teachers as work on "discipline strategies." _ _

By suggesting that it would have been helpful if more explicit criteria
for what constitutes use of the innovation had been stated at the beginning,
Wwe are not implying that those criteria wou]d have remained constant. Since
change is a process, it 1s 11ke1y that the criteria would have changed as
teachers' concerns and use of the 1nnovat1on changed.

Clearly, it would have been very difficult to reach agreement on criteria
for successful, or even minima}, use of the innovation at the begidn{hg of the
project. The administrators at the school would have wanted to cite criteria
like "fewer students expelled" and "fewer students sent to tﬁe office." Teach-
ers would have said, "Of course, there are fewer. We are doing bétt]e‘with

them in our classrooms." We're lowering our standards and are putt1ng up_ with
more disruptive behavior." Still, the grappling and interchange over cr1ter1a
for what constitutes use of the innovation might have been productive. It
.probab]y would have increased teacher ownersh1p in the innovation. It m1ght
have Pr0v1ded the' principal and teachers with an opportunity to work out prob-
lems they were having about what const1tutes support from the office in cases

s

~
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In addition, data from the SoC

of discip]inary referrals. The cr;teria themse]ves would have also given the‘
‘change fac111t9tors some'ﬁEnchmarks against whvch they could have assessed how
well the implementation was going.. ﬁurthermore the discussion would have
given the prinfiral and the change facilitators a sense of tedchers' perspec;
tive on the project; and, subsequeht]y, they might have been mohe comfortable
with phasing in the requjrements for full implementation of the 1nnovat1on as
teachers became more effective in their yse of Reality Therapy and deveJoped

- concerns “about the’impact of the inndovation on students. ®

In light of this analysis, what happened in the next phase of the proj-
ect? The change facilitators' and the principal's interventions in an intehim
period, from December 1976 untit mid-January 1977, and in Phase II, from mid-
Jahuary 19}7 until August 1977, are described in the two sections that fo]]dw.
Questionnaires and LoU intedviews for the se-
cond phase” of the proje \esented.

Interim Period: December 1976 - January 1977

[y

SeVeral events happened in December and January of the first year- of the
prOJect that affected the discipline strategies leadership team's overall "game
plan and strategies. The first resulted from

mix-up which occurred involv-
ing teachers' grades for the psycholegy course| they were taking with the, on-
site change facilitator on the topic of discigline strategies. Over the
Christmas break, letters from the univensi president were sent to teachers
te111ng them they had received "1ncomp1etes" in the course. When the* brinc1—
pal became aware of the extent t~echers were complaining to each other about
the situation, the discipline strateg1es leadership team met and decided that
teachers would contract for a grade for the course as soon as school started
ggaid‘in January. The grade would be ti]ed with the university, and the in-
completes would be removed from the teachers' records. The contract required
teachers to: (1) read two texts--Glasser's Rea11ty Ther@gx and a book- on in-
terpersonal communicat ion,, (2) tape two 1nteract1ons with students, (3) tape a
class meeting, (4) attend week ly team meet1ngs with the on-siterehange facili- -
tator, and (5) prepare a written,case:study which would include a plen for

working with.a prbblem student. » N
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The second event that affected implementation was that a number of days -
of school were caneelled in early January because of bad weather. As a
resu]k,'plans to have the faculty work on a "phiTosophy of discipline" for the
school during weekly facufty meetings were disrupted. Also, to avoid losing
additional days of school and because they knew that teachers at least could
get into school even if students could nhot, the local school board decided
that the inservice days that were built into the calendar year for February
would be held a month earlier than had been planned. Later class meetings
scheduled for January were cancelled because so much instructional time had
been lost due to the bad weather. >

These two events, the incomp]etes teachers received and the bad weather
that occurred 1n January, among other’ things, caused the change facilitators
and the pr1nc1pa1 to reth1nk the direction they were tak1ng to implement a new
approach to discipline in the junior high school. The major strategies and
tactics the change facilitators and the principal initiated in the second -
~ phase of the project are described inythe section that follows.

N A ]

PHASE 2: PEQRIENTING DIRECTIONS AND CONTINUED TRAINING,
JANUARY 1977 - AUGUST 1977

]

D

. Major Strateg?es and Tactics

,Training

Faculty meetings'to develop a philosophy of discipline. In the December
15, 1976, faculty meeting, a. new nrocess to reach consensns on a phi]osopny of
discipline was proposed by the.discipline strategies 1eadershin team (Don,
Jim, and Marge). This proposal was generated in response to the principal's
interviews with individual faculty members in ]ate November and early Decem-
ber. The new process was initiated in early January Teachers were divided |,
into groups of four or five, each with an ekqgted spokesperson. The spokes-
person from the eight or nine gréups constituted a negotiating team that was
Charged with working out agreements on a school-wide philosophy of discipline.
Once consensus about a philosophy of discipline was reached, thé change facil-
itators and the principai p]anned'to have teachers assess what they were cup=

- . e \
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rently doing in Eelation to the philosophy of discip]ine.they had adbpted.
Teachers ‘would then\be asked to work‘ﬁut plans for how the phiiosophy could be
implemented in the school and in individual teaching team§, if current prac-
tices were not in line. . .
Only one or two faculty meetings were held in January, becausg the board
of education announced that all after-school meetings would be cancelled due
to an energy crisis precipated by the bad weather that had immobilized thea
Aarea earlier in the month. A month later, on February 23, 1977, faculty meéf-
ings and work on the philosophy of discipline resumed. At the February.23rd
faculty meeting, the principal emphasized that inconsistency among faculty
members in the way they approached discipline was a majqr problem at the jun-
ior high school. Because a numisevw- of faculty members h?a complained about how
tedious the meetings on the philosophy of discipline were, the printipal also
% ‘\told the faculty that she hoped that they would agree to a school-wide bhf]o-
sophy of discipline w?thin the hext two weeks,
) By March 2nd, the‘negétiators identified six components of a statement of
philosophy that they could agree to. Despite rumors in the school that at
least one negotiator was not going to accept anything that was proposed, the
negotiators hammered.away at the exact wording of the six components during
' the ﬁarch gnd meeting. At the end of the meeting, the principal suégested‘
that somebody outside of the school draft the six components into a statement
that fhe faculty as a whole could examine before the next faculty meeting. A
professor of educafjpna] psychology at the university was asked to undertake -
this task. Before the tggk was turned over to him, each faculty member in the
junior high school was asked to rgact to all six componen?s of the propos?d
philosophy and raise any dbjec;ions they might harbor.
* On March 9th, faculty éehﬁers<were to react to a draft of a statement of
philosophy for the school that incorporated the six cemponents identified b
the negot%ators.‘ The  statement also incorporated many of the concepts of Re-
ality Therapy: On March l6thi the faculty voted to adopt the final version of
the philosophy statemént. At the time, several faculty members said that be-
cause of peer pre§§ure they fekt they were forced to sign it just to "get it

over with."
After several weeks, during which time weekly faculty meetings were can-
celled or the faculty met by ‘curriculum areas, the principal asked one of the

\ .. .32 K . . )
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team leaders to chair a faculty meeting. At this time, members were asked to

begin talking about plans for implementing the adopted philosophy of disci-
pline. During a faculty meeting in late spring, the faculty agreed to meet by
teams over the summer to work on plans to implement the new philosophy of dis-
cipline.

Inservice days in January. Because of snow storms, the inservice days

that were originally scheduled for February were held in January. The time
was dsed to have teachers assess the progress they were making in use of the
"new approach to discipline and to continue working on reaching consensus about
a philosophy of discipline. The assistant principal ran the meetings in the
absence of the principal who was at a management training conference En
Toronto. //gem

s

The on-site change facilitator's ffeekly meetings with teaching teams

dur1ng,p1ann1ng pariods. Several of N on-site change facilitator's meetings

with teaching teams in January were cancelled because of both bad weather and
project evaluation activities the teachers were involved in. The first meet -
ings of the second semester were actually held in early February At that
time, the change facilitator explained the university course requ1rements he

" had worked out over the Christmas break to cover their work in the psychology
course on'discip]ine strategies they were taking. He also told the teams that
his meetings with the_,over the next two months would focus on the development
of interpersonal relationship skills. '

In the meet1ngs that followed over the next few weeks, the change fac111-
tator focused part1cu]ar1y on the types of comments teachers make in interact-
ing with students and the effects these comments have on students. At times,,
he worked with teachers on spec1f1c problems they were hav1ng with part1cu1ar
students in their classes. Often, teachers were asked to work on some activ-
ities between team meetings, but rarely were these activities discussed at the
meetings. . : -

_Later in the semester, when teachers began to read a book on interper-
sonal communication, the chande facilitator showed a series of videotapes~he
had made of role-playing incidents from the book. Unfortunately, the techni-
cal quality of many of* the video tapes was poor, and they were difficult to
hear. In addition, many of the tapes demonstrated interpersonal communication
sk1l]s among adults; none of them showed the trainer interacting with junior

® N
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‘high school students. - In mid-April, weekly. team meetings were again cancel led

»

for two weeks because of spring break and UTR&D data collection.
Tapes of teachers' conferences with students. As part_of the require-

ments for the psychology course they were\taking, teachers taped two inter-
actions with students and made one tape of a c]ass meeting. The chdnge facil-
itator, Jim, then met w1th each teacher to listen to the tapes, emphasizing
the positive aspects of what the teacher was doing and mak1ng suggestions
about how the teacher could have responded d1fferent1y in some situations.

.A number of_teachers reacted very favorably to these individual confer-
ences with the on-site change facilitator. Most of them fe;;,;hat his sugges-

d

tions improved their use of Reality Therapy. One teacher s that Jim had

_pointed out that, "When you are working with 1n¢1v1dua1 students« it's 1mpor-

tant to tell them what you expect of them and that jou describe the role that
you, as the teacher, want to play 1n~,p]at1on ‘to 'them." The teacher went on
to say that Jim had helped her recognize some of her own patterns in respongd-

ing to students and that, as a result of 11sten1ng to her tape, had suggested .

another way of intervening with two students who were a]wais clashing. An=
other teacher said, "I became aware of how I tend to give kids excuses for

act1ng in certa1n ways when it might be more appropr1ate to let the kid talk

" about why he did something."

Glasser workshops.° During- the first and second phase of the project, a
- - . . '
number of teachers were sent to workshops conducted by William Glasser him-

self. The first wd%(whop was held on December 8-9, 1976, during the first
phase of the project; the second on March-19 20, 1977, during the second phase\

of the project. These workshops reinforced teachers efforts at using Reality
Therapy and helped them see .that the school was further along than generally
thought in implementing, the new approach to discipline. In some teaching
teams, teachers who attended the workshqps informally shared their impressions
with other team members, which also helped these peop]e feel good about their

Y

- progress. . : ' , .

Summer team meetings and courses. Over the summer, Teacher Corps sup-
p]1ed funds to pay teachers to meet to talk about implementing the newly-

a ' . Lo ,
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adopted philosophy of discipline in their own teams.l4 Some teams met a;\\

many as five® times; others met once. FEach team was given‘a form on which t

record the Pesu]t; of their discqfsions. The principal had intended to use

the teams' plans for implementing the adopted philosophy of discipline as the
* basis for further school-wide planning during the pre-school workshop at the
end of the summer. Unfortunately, the assigned task was never really clari-
fied, and so the results were not thgfyuseful.

As part of the-Teacher Corps Project, three university courses were atso
offered to teachers duriqg the summer,.between the first and second years of
the project. Two psychology courses and a course on research methods were
offered. About ‘one-half ofxghe faculty rfgistered for these courses. Their
tuition was paid by the Erdject. ot

The Management of the:Project : ) .

The management team. The management team continued to meet during the

» . second phase_ of the projéct. At the request of the project diréEtor; the \
principal appointed two teachers to the management team in January. During
this phase, members of the management team also attended workshops on the
topics of "Leadership" and "Institutional Change." .

During this phase of the project, the management team became morg involv-
ed in_decision:making,‘a1though not in decision-making specifically related:to
dﬁscip]iné stfategies: For example, an all-day meeting of the management tfﬁﬂ/
was*held on February 18, 1977, for the purpose of discussing its functioq and
_the need to goordinate the requirements and demands of the varibus components
of the project on teachers, At tﬁe all-day meeting, megpers of theﬁmanagement
team agreed that Cbmmunicatibnrbehween the leadership teams of the vartous
components and the managemenfnﬁeam was’a problem. As a result of the pf]—day
geeti?g, the ma?agement ;e?m spelled out the resgonsibi]ities'of leadership

~

-
s = -

//d

- 14T,he principal, aftér reading an early draft of this case study, .
said that the basic strategy of the second year of the project was to focus on
teaching teams as the unit of change. By adopting this strategy and by reas-
signing some faculty members to-new teaching teams, she hoped, to "divide and .
conquer" faculty members who were resistant and eritical of the new approach 3
to discipline. b )

+
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teams apd the conditions under which leadership teams needed to 1nform the
management team of the decisions they made.

' Later, one of the time consuming tasks of the management teap during this
phase of the prOJECt was p]ann1ng for a v1s1t from the National Director of
Teacher Corps, Bill Sm1th, on March 31, 19]7. Earlier ir the year, Dr: Smith
had been invited to visit the project and the college by the dean of education
at the univefsity. During his visit, Smith met with the project director and
the discipline stnategies leadership team to talk about the discipline strate-
gies component of the project. He!also sat in on an adm}nistratortstudent
class meeting and on one of the on-site change facilitator's meetings with a
teaching team. Over lunch, he met with the entire management téam, sevecal
media representatives, local school bodrd nembers, and administrators from the
public school syﬁtem and the university. He spoke favorably about the proj-
ect. One of the most interesting benefits of the visit was that it caused the
pnincipal and the change‘facilitators to focus on the positive aspects of the
ptoject at a time when thefdiscip]ine st%gtegies component of the progject.was
bogged down in discussions of a philosophy of discipline.

. Sm1th s visit was repéﬁtedw1n the newspapers and on the radio over the
weekend . ™ Shbsequent1V, a rad1c stat1on asked the pr1nc1pa1 if the station
. could do a series of programs on the new approach to discipline that was being
implemented at' the Jun1or high. school.

During this phase of the project, the management teaq also had to deal
nith a number of staffing prob]emg. Dor, the university facnlty member with
responstibility for -thé discipline strategieé camponent of. the project, was
asked by his department to write’ two other major proposals for federa]‘fﬁnding
which took away from the time he could spend on the project. The prOJect
director (Ted) and assistant pnoject director (Susan),-as well as the univer-
sity faculty member who worked most directly with the research prOJect
(Harold), also'had les$ and less time to spend at._ the junior high school as
other components .of the prOJect got started and became more time demanding.
Over the summer between the f1rst and second years‘of the project, the college
. of education at the un1verstty was reorganized; and, as a result of the reor-

ganization, thé Teacher ‘Corps Project was affiliated with another division in

the college. One consequence was that even more of the project director's.
time was siphoned of f. Un1vers1ty representat1ves to the managemept team also

s A
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became less involved in decision-making as it became increasingly diffjcult to
influence the development of the discipline strategies component of the proj-
ect which was now being managed -for the most part, by the dlsc1p11ne strate-
gies leadership team. i

Other events occurred near the end of the school year which concerned, the

. management team and affected 1mp1ementat10n of the 1nnovat1on during the se-

" ‘cond year of the project. In ear]y March-the on-site change facilitator (Jim)
began saylng he might leave the project; he resigned in May. In mid-July,'the
project director, who consulted with many members of the management team, an-
nounced that two part-time univers{ty professors had been selected to work as
on-site change facilitators for the second year of the project in place of Jim
who had wérked full-time at the junior high school during the)firsp year of
the project. They would each spend two days a week at the school working with
teachers onhReality Therapy, meeting with the principal to plan Wednesday fa- '
culty meetings, and meeting with teachers in their teams during planning meet-.
ings. Neither had had Junior high school teaching experience bﬁ’training'in(

A

Reality Therapy.
' 2

' [

Dissemination’ L ’ e

Two orientation sessions for parents on the concepts of ﬁea]ity Therapy
were held in April 1977 during the second phase of theiproject. "The. princi-
pal, asgwe]], continued to info%? the board of education about the project's
progress. At a board meeting in March, she reported that as of March 11,

1977, there had been only 40 suspens1ons/exp1u31ons in comparison with 57 sus-
pensions/expulsions dur1ng the 1975- 76 schoo] year. Further, only 120 _days of
school had been lost as compared with 258 days during the preceeding school
year. Because some expulsions are automatically required by board po?/g&--for
example for possess1on of drugs, theft, or chronic truancy--the drop in the
number of SUSpEﬂSlOﬂS/EXpU]SlonS was significant. At the end of the school
year, a report on disciplinary actions at the junior high school was also pre-
sented to the board. By June 1977, 53 students had been suspended and eight
expelled as compared with 90 suspensions and nine:expulsions during the pre- )
} “vious year.

During the summer bétween the first and second years of the project, the

principal, assistant principal, project director, and on-site change facili-

Ay
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tator, the university faculty member with primary responsibility for the dis-
cip]ine‘strate ies component of the project, several other management team
members, and two'teachers attended the National Teacher Corps meeting in
'wasﬁington, D. C. At that meeting, they made one presentation on reading and
one on discipline strategies. The obJectlves of the drsc1p11ne strategies
component of the project they out11ned were. (1) to define dﬁsc1p11ne through
group con§ensus, (2) to use a problem- solv1ng approach with students to help
them take ‘more respon51b111ty for their own behavior; and (3) to establish &
student-teacher-adm1n1strator communication structure organized around class
meetings. This statement of objectives represented another subtle shift in
the way the change facilitators and the principal described the innevation
they were implementing, in that they never referred to the innovation as Rea]-
ity Therapy. A

Administrative Support and Modeling of the Use of Reality Therapy

The principal continued to support and promote teachers' use of Reality
Therapy during the second phase of the praject. School-wide class meet ings
were held on February 8, 1977. On February 9, student representatives met
with the principal and assistant pr1nc1pg1 to develop a revised student gum
and candy rule based on the suggestions that had come from class meet1ngs the
day before. Later that day in a meeting with the ‘principal, faculty represen-
tatives agreed to go along with the new rule. ) )

ering this phase, the principal also conferred with.teachers and team
leaders about their probiems with discipline, and;~in someldases, worked di-
rectly.with stuaents @ho were chronically disruptive. \The principal also used
~evaluation conferences with teechers to reinforce teachers' .use of Reality
Therapy. She added some of.the skills involved in its use to the district's
form fo; teacher evaluation. Finally, the principal encouraged team 1eadefs
to support Reality Therapy .and to share their p031t1ve experiences * 1n using it
with other teachers. What probably happened less frequently durlng this phase
of the prOJect were. 1nformaT interactions. between some teachers and the pr1n-
C1pa1 Some of the teachers complained that they felt cut off from the prin-
c1pa1 because of her involvement ifi the prOJect and the t1me she had devote
to meetings§. . R I 4



.

The Student Planning Room continued to oderate as an alternative to susl.
pension/expulsion during the second phase of the project with state special
education funding. A full-time staff member was hired- and assdgoed to the
room in January.. Procedures for providing teachers with'feedback on what hap--
pened to a-student who was sent to SPR were improved, and the woman who staff-
ed fhé room was able toodo<a much better job of following up'with students
from the SPR when they tetyrned to class. . Her eonsistent follow-up provided
teachers with an imeortant model. - ‘e .- |

However, by March it was knowa that declining student enrollments in the
district would cause staff cuts at the junior high school. The woman who had
been hired for the Student P]anning'\ om in January had the shortest tenure \
and was one of the persons who was cit. A regd]aﬁ faculty member was assigned
responsibility for the SPR for the next school year. )

- Although the assistant principal was not a part of either the management
team or the discipline strategies 1eaderéhip team, he became more involved in
promoting use of Réality Therapy during the second phase ‘of the project. Tra-
ditiona]]y, the assistant principal had.a]ways worked with more of the stu-

' 'dents who were referred to the office for discfplinary reasons than did the :
principal. In the past, he had frequently paddled and suspended students .

But, the new approach to discipline seemed to fit his style. He liked talking ‘
to stud%nts and hearing their side of the story As the assistant prjincipal
became mbre comfortable with using Real1ty Therapy, he became more critical of
the redsons teachers had for sending students to the office. On a number of ~
occasions, he cr1t1c12ed how teachers hand]ed problems in their classrooms,
and he often ignored teachers' suggest1ons abothd1sc1p11nary measures for

students who were sent to the off1ce He expected teachers to talk with stu-
: dents before -referring them to ‘the off1ce, and he expected them to use Reality .
Therapy. Because they felt criticized by the assistant principal, many teach-
ers avo1ded-sending students to the pffice,'and they complained to the princi- -
pal about "a lack of support in the office." . , -

- Evaluatign g

The on-site change facilitator's doctoral dissertation. On two occasions
during this phase of the project, the on-site change facilitator (Jim) col-

lected data from students for his doctoral dissertation. In January,'and
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again in Apri],‘a random sample of students from each}team were asked to com-
plete two or three self-concept afid diséip]ine-re]ated attitudinal instru-
ments. Teachers were also asked to comp lete a»%Jgav1ora1 rat1ng form about
students who had participated in the study and an ‘instfument a§k1ng for their
attitudes toward three topics: Reality’ Therapy, school d1sc1p11ne, ‘and inno-
vative programs. A]though the disseértation concluded that the project was
having an im gact on students, onlx;a few of the peop]e aff111ated with this

project read ipe #issertation. Consequent]y, 1t had 1ittle, if any, influence

on subsequent pJann1ng or evaluat1on

‘ ‘ Indicators of use of the 1nnovat1on. There are a number of indicators
— that point to teachers' ongoing use of Reality Therapy during this phase df
the prOJect The statistics on the peduced number of suspensions, expulsions,

and days lost that were cited ear11er are one 1nd1cator Teachers also re+

ks

ported they were using Reality Therapy¢$5 o \

“ . -

& In on@ team when a teacher sent a student to the team ldader for disci-

>

plining, there was an automatic meeting between the team leader, teacher,

and student after school the day after the incident occurred. During

§§= ) "this meet1ng the eight steps.of Reality Therapy were fo]llowed and stu-
¥Z7 v dents were asked to make a comm1tment/plan to change their behav1or k
v, % ».

. In cher c]assrooms, teachers had written commitments from students to
,:?&\t ’*shgw that-they were using Reality Therapy ‘

7N . S .

Som teachers po1ntedgto,£he~$actathat students would have a chance to
- ghout what they had done before-being punished as one indicator that—
. Rea11ty*¢herapy~wastheJng used ¥n. the school. They also said that there

was a lot less d11n in the scheoP ‘this year than in previous years.

Th1s observation’ was conf1rmed by. teachers who'reported that there were
"more teacher- stude&ﬁ cqnferehees held th1s year than in prev1ousC§bars
. ‘c.,».. v .

One teacher reported that s e’wasn £ sholiting a11 the time this year be-

. {
On€ of the guidance coe nse]o 7annted to fewer personal’ confrontat1ons
between students and teachersas an indicator of use of Reality Therapy

cause she was using Re;l}x Thenapy, and it was work1ng'|

s in thé school. "Instead of a chriyﬁbeing disciplined in front of a whole
! ’ class,”" the counselor said;, “a teacher would be more likely to talk to
N * P .
i ‘\.A& LT )

15These quotations are taken} f/em 1nterv1ews with teachers reﬁorted
on in the ethnographic protocols. . . -

, .
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the student in the hall or to arrange to meet the student later to
find out what they \ad done and why they had done=it."

One teacher said that teachers who paddled were not getting the attention
or, support they used to get” from other teachers th the past.

Another teacher said it was ‘evident teacherswwere really attempting to
use Reality Therapy when'you looked at the backlog of incidents they have
to.supply the office when a student is sent to the board of education for
an explusion hearing. "More often than not," this teacher said, "they
can cite'the exact dates.of incidents and the actions they took--talking
to the student, a parept conference, a written or oral pliﬁ, SPR . . . .ﬁ

/

-

The major actions and events that influenced teachers' use of Reality
Therapy during the secbnd pﬁase of the project are summariZed on the time line
shown in Table 7. The quantitative data collected by the UTR&D Center for
Teacher Education in April 1977, on concerns and levels of use, further indi-
cates the extent to which teachers were using Reality Therapy on the school.
These data are reported in the section that follows. .

-

Stages of €oncern Data for Phase 2 -

-

- Stages of Concerq_Questionnaires were administered to teachers in April

1977.. Figure 3 summarizes these data.
In April 1977, concerns at all seven stages are somewhat less intense

. than they were in January 1977; however, management concerns (SoC 3) are still
relatively high. Stage 4, 5, and 6 concerns which are generally related to
corrcerns about the impact of the innovation_on students, are slightly higher
than they were in January, but still relatively low. LoU dggh confiré the
f%ct that a significant numberrof'téachérs were mgking changes in their use of

~

- .
the innovation to increase impact on students.

Levels of Use Data for Phase 2 ‘ T
- The third round of LoU interviews was confucted in mid-April 1977. The
data from thoée interviews are shown in Table 8., These data indicaté that
‘some important changes occurred from January to Asril, 1977, in teachers' use
" of Reality Thg py. Perhaps the moEt iﬁBressive feature in the data is that
24 percent of :ﬁé\(eachgrs were rated at lLevels IVB, V, qnd VI. Individuals

at "these levels are doing more than using the innovation in a routine way:

S
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. Table 7 -

\ Major Strategies, Tactics, EJents That Occurred During Phase 2 --
Reorienting Directions and Continued Tratning”

Jaavary, '19177 February

Training Activities

Faculty =eeting Pniloscohy of
10 gdevelcp a discipiine
ont tosoohy of adopted
aiscipifne

January inservice = ‘
wOrkshopy —
353503311 use of

Qeality Thecapy
]

On-3ite change faclllitator!y ——————=
meetings with reschlng teams , \,

QOn=site change hcl'llraror eritiques teachers! ———3=
rapes of conferences with students
2nd Glesser #orxshop °
= Summer teaching ream meetings ———3m
- Symmer university coursss —————3>=
’

L Pro.iect Yanagsment Activities \

Management —3= Al 33y nandgement team meetings
tesm metings BHEI Smitats vislt

" "fiscioline strategies lsadershlp ream meetings

. N

Oissemination Actlivities
Parent orienta~
tion sesslions
Regort to Board Report to Board
of Education . ot Educatjon

N

Acminlstrative Support Activities -
.
Principai's conferences wiTh reachers and tedm leaders

Princtpal uses Reallty
Therapy as a criterion
tor teacher evaluation

Schoot-vide .
class mestings

SPR operates vith fyli-time statt rwmbder

Evalvation Actlivities

Stucent evalustion Student evaluation
date mllmlT data coliection

50C/Loy gata SoC/lok) dats
collecticn . collection




Figure 3: Distribution of Teachers' Concerns About Use of biscip1ine
Strategies Expressed in Percentiles, April 1977 (N = 47)
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;\\\ _ Table 8 . >

Percent of Subjects’at Each Level of Use, April 1977 (N = 42)

< ° © . ’ =z
Level of Use 0 I -1l Il IvA IVB V. VI
Percentages 12 2 0 21 36 ?14 12 2
v . ! )
{' s
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they are engaged in efforts to use it in ways that would increase the benefits [
- to students. Most of these- teachers had been at LoU IVA® in January.
’ Present]yf there is no way ‘to establish, with certaintxk cause end effect
g relationships between .interventions and LoU "but some of the interventions
- that were reported in the ethnographic ‘data may have influenced the upward
movement in LoU. For example:

’ s ) &

A number of teachers who attended the Glasser workshops 1n.At1anta
- were surprised and impréssed to learn they were do1ng better in their use

of Reality Therapy than .they had thgught. This® appeared to heigfiten
their spirits and increase their motivation. These workshops also pro-
vided teachers with new ideds on how to -use the innovation. Some of

- these teachers réturned to the junior high school and used these ideas in ‘

« colfaborative activitdes with coTTeagues to increase the impact of the
innovation on students (LoU V behavior).
Secondly, the ori-site change facilitator (Jim) focused more on individual

- students and ways. of using Reality Therapy with these “students in his ,
meetings with teachingg teams during this phase of the,project. - These

e - ideas ware reinforced in his discussions ‘of indﬁvidua] teachers' tapes of
X student conferences .

n s

Dur1ng this phase, there was also more emphasts on weekly team meetings
Y than on weekly facult meet1ngs as a major strategy to help teachers use
Rea11ty Therapy (or their own version of it) with students. This switch
\_T/phas1s prov1ded greater opportunity for collaborative efforts among
mall groups of teachers who regu]ar]y worked together. \




¢

¢

Another aspect of the data that is worth po1nt1ng out 1s that there is-—
also a noticeable drop in the number of teachers,at LoU III--from 39 percent
in January to 20 percent in Apr11. More experience with the innovation may
have reduced some of the difficulties teachers had experienced in just using
the 1nnoyat1on--prob1ems w1th time, ‘record- keep1ng, and follow-up, etc. Some
of the change facilitator's 1ntervent1ons may also have helped resolve some of
the management problems teachers had encountered As teachers worked in sma]]
groups on developing a school-wide philosophy of d1sc1p11ne there was more
opportun1ty for sharing problems (and successes) they had had in using. the in-
novaticn with students. This sharing may have provided teachers with some
answers to their management préblems. It, at least, provided them with some .
co]]egia] support. The on- -site facilitater's _work with individual teachers on.

* their tapes of student conferences and with small groups of teachers on the

development of interpersonal relationship skills may have also contributed to
a decrease in the number of management problems teachers reported having with

-the innovation,

e

The most disturbing feature of the LoU data for April 1977 is the in-

.creas1ng number of teachers who are rated as_nonusers. 16 As an innovation

is be1ng implemented, it would generally be expected that the number, of non-
usefs wpu]d decrease, not increase. However, by April 1977, 33 percent of the
total number of teachers at the junior high scheol were classified as non-
usems. Joining the nonuser gnoup (identiffed in Jenuany) were some teachers
who were previously LoU III's (mechanical users). Apperently, these people

. did not find solutions to problems they had experienced tn ustng the innova-

tion with students. In their April LoU interviews, approximately one-half of
the nonuser group said that they -disliked Reality Therapy as an approach to
d1sc1p11ne and that they did rot wish to use it. They felt discipline was
basically a matter of studegts obeying rules set out by teachers. The inter-

at the c}iterion for”
pertod than it had .been ear-

161his s partially expTalned by the fact
use/nonuse was more explicit at this measuremen
lier although, as the principal pointed out er reading an early draft of
this case study, the person who set the teria did not .understand what was
happening at the school. In other words, the school was moving away from im-
plementing G]asser s model to deciding what théir own philosophy of discipline
was.

n
a
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ventions that occukred'during this bhase seemed to have little or no positive
influence on these nonusers. In fact, the pro]onged'effort.of the faculty to

“ develop their own "philosophy of discip}ine“'was seen by some as a confirma-

P

tion of their contention that.Reality Therapy would“not work in" their school.

Analysis -- Phase 2

Interventions That Supported Teachers' Use of Reality Therapy

Teachers reported in LoU interviews and interviews with the ethnographer
that a number of interventions by the on-site change facilitator and the prin-
cipal during this phase of the project positively influenced their use of
Reality ThErapj., For the most part, teachers 1iked their weekly team meetings
with the on-site change facilitator. It wasn't that the content of the ses-
gions was that helpful; what was important was the suppo}t teachers felt from
the facilitator and from each otnher. The meetings also gave teachers an op-
portunity to explore mutual strategies for working with a particular student.
Teachers also reported that their individual meetings with the on-site chénge
facilitator to discus: to the tapes they had made of class me%tings and stu-
dent conferences were bé]pﬁu]. Jim was particularly effective in one-on-one
interaltions. His suggestions made sense. ‘ Teachers could see that the tone
and outcomes of a conference with a student would be different if they fol-
Towed his advice, FinaT]y, teachers reported that the meetings they held over

"the summer gave their teaching, teams an oppoftunity to work out procedures for

handling discipline problems in the halls and lunchroom--places where, accord-

_ing to teachers, there were .a number of problems during the first year of the

project .because no one knew' "who should be doing what" in these situations.™
During this phase of the project,~teachers and team leaders also became
more involved in management-team and discip]?ne-strategies-]eader§hip-team
decision-making.” At the principal's 1nit{at{ve, one of the team leaders even
took a visible role in chairing two of the faculty meetings late in this phase
of the project when teachers were discussing school-wide implementation of the
philosophy of discipline they had adopted.

rd

°

Finally, dﬁ?ing this phase, as teaéﬁérs became more comfortable with the

' innovation_and some of them began to modify thé ways in which they used it,
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teachers began to influence each other's use of Reality Therapy more and more.
Some things ‘the change facilitators stopped doing and some things teachers
- started doing encouraged this peer influence. In the first place, the change
fac111tators and the principal focused less on the teachers who were critical
of the innovation in this phase of the project., Also, the principal began! to
uselher'individual‘conferences with teachers to influence teachers who were
negative. At the same time, this small group of teachers got less attention
= in faculty meetings because of the process that was used to reach consensus on
=a philosophy of discipline. The process allowed teachers who were positive
toward the innovation to speak out and see thaf others were also positive.

The focus of the on- site change facilitator's weekly meetings w1thﬂ}each-
ing teams also changed during this phase of the project. There was less focus
on skills related to discipline and more of an emphasis on interpersonal rela-
tionship skills. The communication skills helped teachers use Reality Ther-
apy, but they did hot force them to examine their beliefs about punishment and
student respons1b111ty as many of the act1v1t1es dur1ng earlier meetings had.
Consequent]y, the sessions were less threatening; more teachers 5%rt1c1pated
and a few teachers were not able to dominate discussions. '

The princﬁpa] al<o actively encouraged team leaders to share their posi-
tive exoeriences in using Reality Therapy with other teachers on their teams.
Workshops. with william'ﬁlasser, because they were held in another state, gave
teaghers lots of time to talk about the content of thé workshops and disci-
pline strategies in general in the car on the way to the workshop.and back.
when the teachers returned, other teachers were curious; and in.many teams,
the teachers who had attended a workshop reported on what they had learned.
The.sharing that occurred'because’one teacher saw how Reality Therapy cou]d'
work with a particular kind ot student in a particular situatioh influenged
other teachers' use of the innovation. Finally, as a result of participating
in these workshops and interacting with teachers from other schoo]s, a_pumber
of teachers at the junior h1gh school realized that the1r school was‘{;fther
along than they had believed‘'in 1mp1ement1ng a new approach to discipline.

-

Unsolved Problems

. Not everything that occurred dur1ng the second phase of the project posi-
tively influenced use of the innovation in the school. Reaching consensus

\
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about "a philosophy of discipline was tedious. Many faculty members felt it
was a waste of time becguse "the administration haq already decided that the
innovation would be used. The language of the final version of the philoso-
phy’falthough.it encompassed some of the concepts of Rea]ify Therapy, probably

"led to further mutation .of the original innovation. Also, because the state-

ment was written by an dutsider who had pot participated in the faculty's dis-
cussions, it did nét contain the exact phrases the nego jators had agreed to.
Conseﬂggntly,_many faculty members did not see it as their statement of philo-
sophy. At the time the philosophy was adopted, agreement for agreement's sake
seemed to be more important than the resolution of differences. Later, be-
cause differences were not resolved, some teaching teams would never deﬁe]op
plans to implement the philosophy the faculty had adopted. ,

Finally, some of the.problems that emerged in the first months remained
unsolved during the second phase of the project. Some teachers stil} com-
plained” that they did. not know how the office was hand]ing‘discipline refer-
rals. They perceived that the role of the office in §Uppo}ting the use of
Reality Therapy and the ré]e of the office in supporting teachers who brought
discipline prob}ems to the office were often in conflict. To further compli-
cate this very uneasy relationship between teachers’ and the office, a rumber
of teachers voiced strong complaints during this phase of the project about
the way the assistant principal seemed to side with students, criticize their
approach‘tb discipline, and ignore their suggestions for how préb]ems should ’
be handled. On the one hand, it might seem that the teachers' dislike of the
assistant principal's sty]e would force them to handle more of their own dis-
cipline problems, which would be a positive influence on use of Reality Ther-
apy in the school. In rea11ty, th1s situation meant that teachers felt unsup-
ported. Because a few troub]emakers who would normally have been sent to the
office, were st111,1n,c1ass, these classes were chaotic. In addition, many
teachers sti1l1 felt. that it took too much time to use Reality Therapy, -and,
so, their resentment toward the office's advocacy for the innovation grew
instead of 1esseningoduring this phase of the project.

Given this situation, the principal and the change facilitators might
well have looked at the UTR&D data from April and at the criticisms teachers
were voicing and asked: ‘ C '
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1. What can be done to reach the nonusers and help them become
users?

. 2. What more can and should be done to assist teachers who -remain at- LoU
' IIT so that they, too, do not become nonusers? )
3. How can teachers at LoU IVB, V, and VI be assisted and supported 'S0
they w111/cont1nue their high level of use of the 1nnovat1on7

4. Should something special be done to -encourage the large group of
teachers at LoU IVA to move them to higher use levals, where the -
focus is on the impact of the innovation on students?

. . -
5. How can the assistant principal be supported in his use of the inno-

vation and encouraged to help teachers use Reality Therapy at their
own Level of Use?

The section that follows describes the interventions that were actually em-
ployed by the change fac111tators and the pr1nc1pa1 during Phase 3 of the
prOJect

- PHASE 3. CONSOLIDATION, LATE AUGUST 1977 - SPRING 1978

a
1

Major Strategies and Tactics
e

= Several major strateg1es and tactics related to staffing, training, the
management of the prOJect d1ssem1nat1on, eva]uat1on, and administrative sup-
port for teachers' use of the innovation were initiated or !bnt1nued during

+ this phase of the project. - They are described in the sections below.

’

~

4

~ Staffing o~

A number of staffing changes took place over the summer betweenvthe~first
and second yeéars of the project. Two new on-site change facilitators were
selected to replace the person who had held that‘bosition during the first :
year of the project. Both were faculty mehbers ih the psycho]o§§ department

, of the unfversity. Although neither of them had héd junior- high school teach-
ing ekperience or training in Reality Therapy, one of them had taught the two
summer courses in esychologyland research methods for junior high schoo¥
teachers ove;\the summer which were very well received. Their contract speci-

\

-
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f1ed that they wau¥d each spend two days a week at the junior high school
attend1ng discipline stratég1esﬁfeadersh1p team meetings, working with indi-

@vidual teachers, conducting weekly team neet1ngs and helping with faculty
' meetings.

- In addition, -there were several staffing changes at the school. A regu-
lar teacher'was assigned-to staff the Student Planning Room in place of the
woman who had had to resign because of - cutback in staff. Other staffing
changes’jnc]uded: one teagher's retirement, two teacher transfers to the high
school, and several teacher transfers from one teachiz?'team to another.

T
Training
The secong pre-school workshqp, August 18-19, 1977. At the second pre--
school workshﬁb which was held on August 18-19, 1977, the principal outlined

four purposes: (1) to review the school-wide philosophy of discipline adopted
the previous spring, (2) to review reports from teaching teams that had met °
over the summer to talk about how they were’going to implement the philosophy
gof discipline in their,teams, (3) to review the commqnication[glas§§neetjng
structure that had been established the fall before, and (4) to talk .about
,/////“ school rules in relatipn to discipline.
< Specifically, teams were asked to critique each other's plans to see how
the components of a ph1losophy of discipline were reflected in what they pro-
posed to do. As the discussion took p]ace, it became apparent that there were
strong differences of op1n1on between the eighth and ninth grade teaching
teams, part1cu1ar1ylas to whether or not to involve students in making rules.
The eighth grade teams were willing to- involve students in setting rules; the
niqth grade teams wanted to specity a set of rules (with predetermined conse-
quences) before school began--an action that would have been inconsistent with
the philosophy of discipline they had agreed to. By noon on the first day of
the workshop, there was quite a bit of tension. Some teachers felt that there
should be more discqssion about the philosophy of discipline itself; others
felt that the philosophy had been adopted the”prévious spring and that all
that was up far discussion was what cowld be done to jmp]ement it this year.
A quick planning meeting, including members of the discipline strategies
leadership team, the project director, and two.research project staff members,
was held at noon on the first day of the workshop. ~They decided to continue

)
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with their plan”of having teaching teams critique each other's plans to imple-

’ment the philosophy of discipline despite the tension. Over lunch, the proj-

ect d1rector took the initiative to dup11cate a form which the teams could use
to critique each other's plans.
“ + It was obvious from the'way the day was going-that it would have been
helpful for the planning team to have clarified in advance of the workshop .
what each component of the philosophy meant in practice. With that kind of
interpretation, they would have been able to help each team be more specific
fabout what it was going to do and, if necessary, identify alternative plans.
As it was, the facu]ty listened to each team's report and strugg$eo~w1th the
realizatibn that there was little agreement. None of the members of the plan-
ning team_sgé&ed to feel that they could evaluate a team's plan or help facul-
ty members clarify their. thinking about what it would mean to implement the ‘
adopted philosophy of discipline, and, so, consequently, the planning team R
took a very passive role during the afternoon meeting.
Because the principal was uneasy about ﬁig1nn1ng the 's¢hool year with so
much conflict, shegmet with the project director (Ed), the two new on- s1te -
change facilitators (Dan and Doug, who took s ¢ low-key role), two staff
members from the UTR&N Center, and the university faculty member with primary

_responsibility for the discipline strategies component of the project (Don),

at the end of the first day of the two-day workshop, to talk about revising

'plans for the rest of the workshop They agreed to set aside the philosophy

of discipline for awh11e and to come back to it dur1ng facu]ty meetiings once
school had started. N /

On the second day of the workshop, Don tried to clarify where the faculty
stood in terms of adopting a new approach to discipline. At thac tiﬁe, the
principal told ihe‘facuTty that none of the teaching teams werebto distribute
sets of rules to students until she had seen them. The majority of the morn-
ing was spent reviewing school rules for consistency with the adopted ph1loso-
phy of d1sc1p11ne At noon on the second day of the workshop, teachers were >
released to work in the1r rooms while the principal and assistant principal
oriented new teachers to the theory and' concepts of Reality Therapy

Three of five new teachers attended the afternoon sess1on Qpe of the
" other two was at football

’

ctice, the other had another commitment. The
principal and assistant principal presented a short overview of Reality Ther-

\
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apy and explained why this approach to d1sc1p11ne had been chosen-gt the jun-

ior high school. Each teacher received a copy of Glasser's book ahd a short,
typewritten summary of G]asser s_mooel.ﬂ The assistant principal emphasized '
the importance of reinforcement and follow-up with Sstudents, and he talked
. about ‘the positive 1mpgct this approach to d1sc1p11ne can have on students.
The principal brought up sbme typical reservations teachers express about tée
time*it takes to follow all eight steps of thevmodel. The new teachers asked
very few questions thenselves Near the end of the two-hour. session,- the
principal and ass1stant principal role-played an interaction between a student
\»9hd a teacher using Rea11ty Therapy, but the situation was not very typ1ca1
The new teachers then got a chance to pract1Ce us1ng the approach with each
other///; - - 4 >

Weekly 'team meetings with the on-site change facilitators. The two new

on-site change facititators' held weekly meetings with all of the teaching
.teams. The firyt meetings were spent listening to teachers describe how they
were working with\ certain students or observing student-teacher conferences
The requirements for the psychology, coursey of fered by the.on- s1te facilita-
tors (Dan and Doug),- were also exp1a1ned Each teacher was expected to attend
planning period meet1ngs, do some reading, write up three case studies, make
three t apes ot conferences with students, and discuss these with the on-site
change f 111tators, < < 4

For "wo weeks in October, the-on-site change facilitators used an indi-
vidual aspessment form in their meetings with the teams. This form gave

teachep$ feedback on the{r'teaching and learning styles. In November and

.

December team meetings, a book on manipulation was discussed, and Dan and Doug
asked teachers about how they were implementing the school's philosophy of
d1sc1p11ne. In.one team, the on- s]te,change facilitators- worked on communica-
tion skills. In another team, they discussed issues re]ated to "increasing
student responsibility" and “punishment.” 4
In\meetinos with teachjng teams *during January, February, and March (many
of the meetings were cancelled because school was closed due to bad weather),
the on-site change’facilitators had staff membexs discuss "the characteristics
of a good team.” They also talked about ways to increase student responii-
.bility usingabehavior modification techniques. _In meetings in April and




l < . i . . ‘\ ‘ \ i
tapes of student conferences. In addition, teachers, by teams, reviewed the
teachers' handbook to make sure it was consistent with the philosophy of dis-

cipline that had been written ane%adopted the previous spring.

The administrators'.group ear the end of October, a group of five jun-

ior high school administrators, which included the principal, the ass1stant
pr1nc1pa1, two guidance counselprs, and the prirmcipal's administrative. assis-
tant, was formed to look at the roie of administrators in relation to disci-’
pline and to assess how ‘administrators and guidance caunselors can support
teachers' use of Reality Therapy. Between October and December 1977, this
group met three times. ‘ S ./

The use of-inservice days in January. As in-the previous year, the in-

service days which had orginally been sChedu]ed for February were rescheduted
in January because of bad weather. Had the inservice days been held when they .
were orginally planned in February, a few teachers would have been released
from attending because of a new university policy. According to th'i's policy,
teachers could accumulate inservice hours by attending mini-courses throughout
the school year. (These hours could then be substituted for attendance at a
school district inservice program, giving teachers a day off. Howevef? be-
cause the days were neld a manth earlier, nane of the teachers haé.apcumulafed
endugh hours to take aevantage Qf‘the new plan, _and so all of the junior high

school teachers attended the three “inservice days. The change facilitators

wére relieved that the new policy was not in effect in.January, because it
a]]ohed teachers to continue working as a group on tasks related to discipline
strategies. Howeve%, a few teachers were angry that,they had taken time to
attend some inservice ‘sessions and still ‘had to attend the distrjct inservice
days. : L T N

- Because both the adm1n1strators‘ group and the team leaders were working
on defining the roles of team 1eaders, gu1dance counse]ors, and the offlce in
‘relation to discipline prob]ems, the January 1nserv1ce days were devoted to
faculty discussion of the team leaders' and adm1n1strators groups recoMmenda-
tions. Dur1ng the three inservice days, teacher$ worked 1n sma]l groups Cl
this task. They were also given time to comp]ete two case studies to fulfill
part of the requ1rements for the psycho]ogy course they were tak1ng
N Glasser workshops As in'the previous year, several teachers attended

workshops with William Glasser. An important side effect of these workshops

t
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was the opportunity they provided teachers to share their ways of handling
typical discipline problems. T . T -

-

2

Wednedday faculty meetings. “None of the re§u1ar Wednesday faculty meet-
ings during the secohd year of the project were devoted to discussion of dis-
cipline strategies, or the school-wide philosophy of discipline. However, at

' one meeting, on November 2, 1977, the principal emphasized that she was com-
mitted to the %Fplementation of this new approach to disciplane and that as
long as she was pr1nc1pa1 it would cont1nue--certa1n1y, "beyond the end of the
Teacher Corps PrOJect " _she said. |

k]

Mag1c Circle- Interchange Workshops. During the second yéar of the pro-

ject, the pr1nc1pa1 and one of the gu1dance counselors went ‘to Boston to visit

a schodl that was using Rea11ty Therapy and to attend a Magic Circle-Inter-
change Workshop. These workshops focused on deve]oping participants' skills

in eliciting students' feelings on various topics. When the principal re-

turned, she hoped tossend several tean:leaders to an Interchange workshop.

When the workshop was cancelled, she tr1eq to br1ng in a Magic Circle-Inter-
change consultant to work with team leaders and 1nterested teachers at the

school. Unfortunate]y, hermplan was thwarted by a state and university policy

®n the_maximum amount consultants could be paid. The amount set by the policy
was too low to cover the costs of the workshop, and desplﬁe ‘the fact that

there was p]enty of money in the Teacher Corps budget to pay the consultants,

the workshop could not be he]d._ ’ N

"The Management’ of the Project o .

The discipline strategies 1eadersh1p,team Although the discipline stra-

tegies 1eadersh14 team cont1nued to meet dur1ng Phase 3, by the middle of the

.. second _year of the project, there were fewer weekly planning sessions. Thus,

the pr1nc1pa1 was less familiar with what the on-site change facilitators were

dojng on a weekly basis with teachers. By this time in the prOJect the major

strategies for traihing teachers in the use of Rea11ty Therapy had been esta-

blished. Although a]ternat1ves were occas1ona1]y explored, the discipline

. strateg1es leadership team became 1ncr$as1ngly convinced that what was being

g done'was what had to be done. - . ’ f
During'the second year of the project, team leaders were .asked to work

with the printapal and the on-site change faci]itators in planning_ thé djsci-"

4 .
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pline strategies component of the Teacher Corps Project. Actually, the team
leaders ‘began to participate in discipline strategies leadership team meetings
at the end of" the sgcond “phase of the’ project, in May 1977, when they were
1nvo]ved in planning the last two facu]ty meetings. v
In the fall, team leaders were asked to react to a proposal for what
, would happen at the school in re]at1on to d1sc1p11ne dur1ng the Second year of
the project. They decided that all teachers would be required to attend week-
ly meetings with the on-site change facilitators and that work on the phi\gco-
" phy of discipline would be done on an individual teaching team basis, rathe
- \than in full fachty meetings. They were concerned that the on-site change
'facilitators tai]ori;hat they did in. team meetings to the needs'of'individual
teachers on that team, or to the team itself independent of what they were

dojng in other teams
. {E\Throughout the fa]], the team leaders met fairly regularly with the prin-
cipal to talk about discipline. They managed to solve some discipline-related
problems (for example, deciding what to do with students who were caught run-
ning in the halls). Some team leaders suggested that the new approach to dis-
cipline had been introduced too rapidly and that it was too drastic a change
for some teachérs. They felt that if—some teachers could be made to believe
that the administration would truly back them in matters of diséip]ine, that
these teachers would then'approach discipline differently and feel freer to
explore alternative methods. :

On' December 7, 1977, all of the team 1eaders part1c1pated in an all- day
meet 1ng specifically to examine the role of the team leader in relation to,
discipline.l7 They met again on February 10, 1978, to.review what téach-
ers, dur1ng discUssions on the inservice days in January, had sa1d should be

4

their role and the role of the office inm relation to discipline. The second

all-day session was primariWy devoted to discussion of the issue of "adminis-
trative support'for teachers' methods for dealing with discip]ine-problems.".
In addition, communication prob]ems‘beiween teachers and the office were dis-
cussed and a set of forms for referring students to the office were developed.

L)

l7Interest1ngly enough, the principal.felt that because the superin--

-Lendent joined the group for lunch’ that team members, féQt more committed to
thg tasks' they were working on.
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The team leaders agreed that the principal and asSistant principal should have
responsibility for -providing :Eﬁchers with ggnstructive sugges?ions about
alternative ways of handling discipline problems. Team leaders, the group
agreed, should take a Egs?tive attitude towards discipline and, when neces-
sary, act ‘as mediators betwegn students and teacherﬁ, teachers End parents,
and teachers and administrators. Because of other: obligations on the part of
thg change facilitators (Dan and Doug) and because of unanticipated interrup-
tions in the spring schedule, feedback on what was agr%eﬁ to in this all-day
meeting was not given to faculty as. a whole until nearly two ponths later.
Consequently, the forms that had developed were not used until 1ate in the =

_school year and, then, only infrequently. ,
The management team. The management team continued to meet during the

third phase of the project, everWtwo weeks in the fall and about once every
six weeks in the spring. Early in the year, members -of the management team
sharéd,their;;Wans fd}'working with teachers during the year and they talked
about disseminati@n.‘ No additional planning for the future of the project
beyond the end of the federal funding period was done after October 1977. The
managément team also spent time during the 5econdiyear of the project coordi-
nating course requirements of the reading component of the project on teachers
with the demands of the discipline strategies component. _Neér the end of the
second year of the b}ojéct, two members of the management team planned and -
offered teachers a set of modules on mastéry_]earning.. Several members®of the
management team were also involved “in doing a fenal evaluation report for-the
project in the spriné;'ofhe?s were deeply involved in writing a new Teacher

Corps proposal for another city.
i

Buring the second year of the project, the priﬁcipa] continued to provide

Disseminat?on

the board of education with data on stydent suspensions and expulsions. From
September 1977 until February 1978, 22 students were suspended, five were
expelled, and 85 daysLQZre lost because of these suspensions and éxp]usions.'
This record was much better than the previous year. -, .
The principal, the on-site change facilitators, and the team leaders also
continled to keep parents informed of the progress that was being made in

implementing the new approach to discipline during this phase of the project.
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Two six-hour'workshosz—?;r parents’WE;; held in October and November 1977 at ‘
the school. Only a few parents attended these workshops. Finally, the prin-
c1pa1 and the on-site change facilitators made a number of pﬁ?p;ntat1ons on
the d1sc1p11ne strategies component of the project at regional professional
meetings. ’
Evaluakion , ~

The Pupil Control Index. One of the members of the management team who
was in charge of®project evaluation (Harold) administered an instrument called
the Pupil Control Index (PCI) (Willoever, Eidell & Hoy, 1967) to facu]ty-mem:
bers" at thé‘schbo] three times during the second year of the project: in
August 1977; October 1977; and April.1978. The instrument seeks to measure
the ideology of teachers in regards to pupil control. 18

When nonusers (N=8, as of April 1978) were compared to users (N=34), the
two groups responded differently to several items on the PCI. Significant
differences betweeﬁ.usersland nonusers were %ound on two items across all
three measurement periods: ) '

R . 4 - ¥ .
Item 9: Tap much pupil time is spent on guidance and .
activities and too little on academic preparation.

% Item-11: It is more important for.pupils to learn to-obey
.o rules than that they make their own dec151ons -

PR
F)

s . vk

Tabf;~9 summarizes teacher responses to’Iteh,9. In August 1977, 54% of
the users disagreed or strongly disagreed with Item 9, while 37% of the non-
users agreed or strongly'agrged with the statemeﬁt. By October 1977, 56% of
the users disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement (up 2%), while
the percentage of nonusers who agreed with the statement rose to 63% (up 26%).
The percentage of users who disagreed stayed the same in April 1978 (56%),
while by April 1978, 100% of the nonusers agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement (up 44%). These data show that teachers ‘may not have been using the
new approach to discipliné because it took too much time away from iﬁétfuc-

18Teachers resented the PCI, according to the pr1ncipa] They felt
the way they answered it would indict them. .
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. Table 9
Responses, to Item 9,_the PCI

August 1977  October 1977  April 1978
. (N = 43) (N = 40) (N = 36)

Users

Perceht who disagreed
or styongly disagreed

Percent who agreed or
strongly agreed .

Undeqided

Nonusers
—_——

Percent who disagreed
or strongly disagreed

“Percent who agreed or
strongly agreed

Undecided

-

tion. In fact, many teachers had comp1a1ned about how much time ‘it took_to
use Rea11ty Therapy during the first year of the prOJect On the other 'hand,
a majority of the teachers who were using the new approach with students —
appafént]y felt the time was well spent. BN .
Table 10 summarizes teacher résponses to Item 1l1. On Item 11, 70% of the
teachers who were using Reality Therapy disagreed or strongly d#sagreed with “
the statement in August 1977. Seventy-five qg;cent of the nonusers agreed or
strongly agreed with the statement. By April 1978, almost half of the users
disagreed with it (48%), whi]e almost 72% of the nonusers agfeed The differ-
ences between users and nonusers in response to Item M is not surpr1s1ng
sifce one of the goa]s of Rea11ty Therapy is to get students to take more
responsibility for their own behav1or, users would be expected to disagree




Table 10

Responses to Item 11, the RCI

o

»
©

~

August 1977  October 1977 * April 1978

Ly t (N=142) "~ (N=39)  (N-=36)
Us'er/sl Ve <«
Percent who disagreed :
or strongly disagreed 70 58 48
Percent who agreed or ’
strongly agreed - 9 23 21 *
Undecided 21 19 31
.‘ M x\ A}
Nonusers . )
Percent who disagreed .
or strongly disagreed 0 25 14
" Percent who agreed or . , ' <
strongly agreed . 75 - 37 72
. > Undecided . 25 38 ’

14

!

with a statement that emphasizes the importance of students learning to obey
rules. )

' %

®

A second analysis corre]afing'responses to the PCI with new SoC (Stage of

Concern)‘scores was also made.. In August 1977 the total ‘PCI score (a sum of . .

-the 20 responses for all)users and nonusers) correlated .38 with SoC 0 and 3
scores; .22 with SoC 1 and 2 scores; -.13 with SoC 4 scores; -.19'with SoC 5
scores; and .22 with SoC 6 scores. In October 1977, the total PCI score cor-
related positively with SoC 0 (:25), SoC 1 (.34), SoC 2 (.27), SoC 3 (.34), .
SoC 4 (.08), and SoC 6 (.09), and negatively with SoC 5 (-.?9). In April
1978; the PCI total score correlated positively‘gith’SoC 0 (.24), SoC ]'(.33),
S6C 2 (.41), SoC 3 (.38), and SoC 6 (.10) scores and negatively with SoC 4
(-.11) and SoC 5 (-.28) scores. This patfern of positive and negative corre-
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lat jons is very interesting. Stage 5 (Collaboration) scores weré always nega-
tively correlated with the PCI and Stage 4 (Conséquence) scores on two \of the
three occasions. Stages 0, 1, 2, 3, and 6 were afways positively correlated
with the PCI: This is very much in keeping with the idea that persons with an
authoritarian stance toward discipline would not want to discdss discipline
strategies in a positive manner with others in order to increase their effec-
tiveness in using the approach with students. These same individuals would
also be expected to have high informational, personal, and.management concerns
especially if the principal were a strong advocate of ‘the iﬁnovation. They
felt they had little thoice as to whether or not to use ‘the innovation, yet *
they dide't feel they had sufficient information or skills to use it effi-
ciently. . ’

Although these data were collected throughout-the second year of the
project, they were never analyzed until the fall of 1978. Therefore, the dis-
cipline strategies leadership team never used any of the information in their
planning. - h

Data collection by the research project. Stages of Concern and Levels of
Use data were collected twice during the second year of the project, in

October 1977 and in April 1978. These data are reported in a-later section of
this case study. In addition to this data collection, one of the members of

the UTR&D. Center staff also visited the junior high school midway through this
phase of the project Fo interview faculty members and Teacher Corps staff mem-
bers about their reactions to the ethnographic data collection that *had occur-
red during the entire imgﬁementation effort. Those data were co]iected for a

separate study—of“ethnographfc—regearch“ﬂethvds (Hord, 19787.

" Administrative Support and Modeling of ‘the Use of Reality Ther&py '

The principal's spssﬁp to the faculty during a facu]ty meet ing ﬁn_Novem-
ber was one of the most visible actions the principal took during this stage -
of the implementation effort to emphasize her support and commitment to the
innovation. In essence, she told faculty members to support the innovation or
leave. Throﬁghout this phase of the project, the principal continued to use
"teachers' use of Reality Therapy" as a criterion for teacher evaluation. The
principal also met with studeﬁ&ibby homeroom early in this phase of the proj-
ect to grient them to the new approach to discipline.

-
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The Student Planning Room continued to function throughout the second
year of the project as ah alternative to suspension/expulsion, although the
person wno staffed the room spent i/yera] weeks in the hospital during the ‘
middle of the second year of the project. During this time, substitute teach-
ers with little, if any, understand1ng of Reality Therapy or of the function
of the room were hired to staff it. Consequent]y, fewer. students who were

<

sent to the off1ce for disciplinary reasons were placed in the room. Many
were simply sent back to class after talking to the pr1nc1pa1 or assistant
principal, much to the frustration of many faculty members. ]tg

In the first year of the project, the principal had frequent]y scheduJed
school-wide class meetings as a way of encouraging teacherd' use of -Glasse
approach to discipling. These meetings were also held during the second ye
of thé project (in September, October, and November). No school-wide class
meetmgs were held after December 19774

The principal's visible advocacy and involvement in the implementation of
- the innovation was probably somewhat reduced during this phase of the project
because of some personal problems. At times, she was preoccupied and with-
drawn. .She had legs contact wf}h faculty members in _and out ?f school than in
previous years. Conscquently, the principal had less information and because
most of the Teacher Corp§ staff members had little contact with Jjunior high
school® faculty members outside of school, it was more difficult for the change
facilitators (Ted, Jim, Doug, Dan, and Don) to find out how vafious interven-
. tions and activities were being received. And, because tﬁE principal had in-
sisted on taking a strong 1eadersh15 role in the beginning of the project, it
may have been difficult for anyone else to take initiative and provide leader-.
ship.a; thisetime when the principal's energy was low. .
. The major actions and events that influenced teachers' u;é of the new
, approach to discipline during the third phase of the project are summarized on
a time line for this period in Table 11. ~on

Iy h o
’ -

€
stages of Concern Data for Phase 3

. Had the on-sit® faciljitators or the principal talked to the faculty very
¥ much after November 1977, they would have encountered a strong"waitland-see“.
attitude’ from a number of them. Teachers who were using the new app;oach to
discipline were confused--they expecfedaﬂore.leadership and support from the

~

A

¥y

61

. ! ’ | : 7{1 ‘ ‘ /




: Table 11
Major Strategies, Tactics, Events That Occurred During

Phase 3 -- Consolidation .Y
s , -
August, 1977 Sep tender dcroder N ‘ January, 1978  February March Aprll

Trainiag Activities

Prescnool eorx-
000, ug, 18~19,
1977, (sharing
of teams’ plans
tor 1optementing
schoni-v) je
onitosopny of
313Cipiine

New Taacher

orientaticn *3

Reality Therapy .
Aug. 3%, 1977

Ja-slte cnenge tacliilrators’ neetings with feaching feams

An agministrarors!
group on dlsclpilne .
straregies tormed *a
and meets 3 Timese N
Jan. inservice
wOrk3nop on the
role of the team
teacer, juicance .
. counselor and
. oftice in relation
g dlscipline

Principal and guidance
counselor attend Magid
Circie~interchange

' - workshep In Boston

Projact Management Activities

+ . ¢
Jlscipline srraregies Isadecsnip team myln%’;
Teom leaders' twetings Alt Gay ream
leacders’ meer?-
. Ing, 12/7/77
- .
“ansgemen? *aam meetings 2
Cissemination Activities ,
' Paren? «orkshoos on dis~ —"
clptine srraregies (Oct. = MNav,) “
¢
i Principail's
’ reports ?o Boerd - N
R ot Education
o .
. Evelus®ion Activitiang - . L. A
. SoC/Loy data SoC/Lou dara . ’ Sc/Lol dara
i collection/ coi tectdn/ collectlon/
] e, B
“
P .
'
s
Administratise Support Activitias’ .
R -
Administrarive suppbrt and modeling of use
Student planning rgom In coecation —
s N
. < A
s :
Pay ) .
. {
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principal than they felt thej were getting during this phase of the project. -
Knowing that the project would end in June, nonusers felt they could outlast

.the Teacher Corps Project and the innovation if they did not "rock the boat."

So, the question may then be asked, "How many teachers were actually using
Reality Therapy in October 1977 and in April 1978, near the end of the proj-
ect, and what were their concerns?" fgﬁse data are reported in the sections
that follow. .

Stages of Concern Questionnaires were administered to teachers at the
pre-school workshop in August 1977, in October 1977, and in April 1978.
Figure 4 presents the SoC data for August; Figure 5 shows the SoC data for
October; and Figure 6 summarizes the data from April.

In August 1977, as teachers started the new school year, management con-
cerns were high. They were lower in October of that‘year; Tower still in
April of 1978. 'Jn August, concerns about collaboration were a]so're]ative]x) 5
‘high. In part, this is explained by the team meetings that were held over the
summer to develop plans for imp]em;nting the new philosophy of discipline.
Finally, in all three of these measurement periods, Stage 0 (Awareness) and
Stagg 6 (Refocusing) concerns were relatively high, indicating that teachers
were seriously considaring major changes or alternatives to the Reality Ther-
apy-based approach to discipline being used. “ e

Leve]s of Use Data for Phase 3

LoU interviews were conducted %t the junior high school in mid-October
1977 and again in April 1978, during-the second year of the study. The re-

sults of tiose interviews are shown in-Tables—12 and—13-

‘ A cq@parison of  these dqg§ w}th\those from April 1977 neyea]s some con-
sistencies #nd some changes. . Virtually the s%g; percentages of teachers were
at Levels IVAﬁ IVB, and VI. The percentages at Levels IVB or higher show a
significant number of teachers who were making changes in their dse of the-
innovation to increasg\its impag;'on students.  (Note that'the perCehtage of
teachers at LoU V-Integration rose from 12% to 20% between April and October
1977.) . ‘

A major shift.in the data between April 1977 and October 1977 is in the
percentage of- teachers at Levels 0, I, and Ill. Twenty-four percent of the

teachers were rated as nonusers in October 1977, as compared with 19% in April

»
N \
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Figure 4: Distribution of Teachers' Concerns About Use of Discipline

Strategies, Expressed in Percentiles, August 1977 (N = 40)
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Strategies, Expr8ssed in Percentiles, October 1977 (N = 40) °

Distribution of Teachers' Concerns About Use of Discipline

Figure 5:
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Figure 6: Distribution of Teachers' Concerns About Use of Discipline
Strategies,‘Expressed in Percentiles, April 1978 (N = 41)

. 100 ¢ —_
. - - -
- s ] : - apPp 197¢

! : : : ]
+ - - - - - N = 41
1 -
* -

80 E— e .-_‘_. e L
4 - z . -
t - - - hd
T - - - - < -y 7
i : : N v L

and - - -

T e e e e e .

]

..
1+ 4 »-a
/ )
[

PERCENTILE

e
. {<<i‘| I

. L
A — L
TE e — : ‘
: - : - : -
- _ - - .
" -— - — — -— N
faVoit - = — = =
< - -

K

~

w 1t fvaoaa
~i
@
N
Q
™
o]
e
=

O
o ro—+—»».~ | SESYVIFSN ST &-o—o—f-o»-;-—«
i @

>

U)Ll'll'llll_

.

Moo oot
m w -..1.1.:;“
[t-N
O v

£

66




s N

Table 12

Percent of Subjects at Each Level of Usé, October 1977 (N = 41)°

Level of Use 0 I I Il IVA IVB A
v . p
Percent ages 17, 7 0 7 39 10 20. 0
. 3
Table 13

Percent of Subjects at Each Level of Use, April 1978 (N = 42)

Level of Use > 0 I II IIT IVA IVB ) VI
Percent ages 19 0 0 7 57 2 14 0
]
/
/

et

1977. This nonuser group was swelled in part by subjects who had been at LoU

IIT in April and, in part, by some IVA's who had previously been using the

innovation at a very minimal level.
rated as nonusers.

Some of the new facultysmembers were also

The other major shift in the data from April to October,

1977, was at LoU III where the percentage dropped from 21% to 7%.
Informat ion gained dhring the October interviews did not provide a clear

explanation of why there was an increase in nonusers from April to October.
The fact that two-day faculty workshops in August did not really deal with

A
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specific issues‘regarding discipline strategies was possibly taken as a signal
by some that "administrative pressure to use Reaﬁity'Therapy" was off. Otner
things that -happened, or did not happen, during September and‘eérly Octdber
tended to confirm this belief for those who held that opinion. For example,
there were no 1onge; discussions about diécip]ine at Wednesday faculty meet-
ings. During weekly team'meetings, the new on-site facikiggtors did a lot of
listening to teachers and tended to avoid giving any guidance or specific sug-
gestions related to use of the innovation. Finally, various efforts to review
scRool rules and to identify the roles of the office or of team leaders $ re-
‘lation to discipline shifted the focus of the implementation effort away from
the individual teacher and his/her use of discipline strategies to concern
with broader school-wide issues. '

On the other hand, some of the teachers who Ead met. and p]anhed over the
summer were excited about the new‘ways they were‘finding to use ;he innovation
to Benefit students. These teachers (the IVB's and-V's) seemed to have devel-
oped their own internal motivation and incentives for using the innovation.
.In one team, the summer meetings helped faculty members coordinate their use
of the innovation and reduce record-keeping problems. Managemeﬁt concerns,'in
fact, dropped from th2 6lst percentile to the 33rd percentile between April

1977 and August;1977. Across all the teams with teachers at LoU IVB or V, SoC
scores were fairly Tow, i;dicéting that these teachers felt good about their
use of the innovation. Many°teachers on these teams finally felt that they
could approach discip]in; in a way that»&as congrudnt with the beliefs. The

,COJZtant attention to discipline strategies in weekly team meetings, ongoing
. :

discussion of other aqucts'of discipline strategies within the school (e.q.,
the role of the office and team leaders in relation to disciinne), strong
personal relationships among teachers, and regular communication proviaed a
supportive environment for these teachers' continued usé of the innovation.
The descriptive reports of what occurred in team meetings dd;ing Phase 3
indicate that after pid-October a number of actions were taken that tended to
rechannel the implementation effott away from what it had been during the
first and second phases of the project (e.g., the discussions of part%cu]ar
discipline problems and the development of teachers' interpersonal communica-
tion skills and skills. in use of the innovation). <Instead, the on-site facil-
itators (Dan and Dgug) began discussing ways of increasing student responsi-

N
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bility--an aspect of Reality Therapy that was not directly addressed dur1ng
¥ the first year of the project. Teachers were also asked to read a book on
manipulatien which was discyssed ﬁﬁ‘Wéekly team meefings. In many teams the
discussions led to debates on punishment versus natural consequehces--an issue
'fhét-had been“raised the previous,year but, again, never really addressed in-
much depth. This change of focus away from an emphasis on teachers' skills in
using the specific .innovation of Reality Therapy is sharp]y'reflected in the
data ffgm the next round of LoU interviews (which is reported in Table 13,-
page 64). ‘ ‘ . .
By April 1978, almost two years after the innovation was introduced into
the junior high school, 81% of the faculfy were using it; 19% were not. The ~
percentage of nonusers had dropped appreciab]y from the higher pércentage of
nonusers in October 1977. Apparently, many of the interventions that occurred
between October and April did influence some of the nonusers. The team lead-
ers' involvement in the discipline’ strategies leadership team, the work that
was done on c]ar1fy1ng the’ roles of the office and team leaders in relation to
discipline, the development of new d1sc1p11nary referral.forms,” and the on-
‘site change facilitators' work with individual teachers may have encouraged
faculty members who hd once been nonusers to try to use the new approach to
d1sc1p11n7 again. ’ ~
The percentage of subjects at LoU III- Mechanical (7%) remained low from
October 1977 to April 1978. The problems these teachers were having two years
after the project be%an were much 1ike the. ones they experienced when [the
innovation was first 1ntroduced too mych time was required to use tHe inno-
vation; it was not Norking witb "prob]em students;" and teachers were not sure
if the princip§1 and ‘assistant principal would support thiem when disciplinary
ggoblems were referreg to the office. This profﬁ]e (several teachers (at -LoU -
IIT with relatively high management concerpns) reinforces the fact that the
innovation is complex and that a Rea]itleHerapy-bgsed approach to discipline
+ is a difficult innovation to manage. Even when teachers focused on the jmpact
of "the innovat ion on students, they were never’ comp]ete]y comfortab]e with
the1r management of the 1nnovat1on . )
There was a not1ceab1e drop 1n fhe«percentage of subJec&g at Leve]s IVB
(Refmement),' (Integratmn), and VI (Renewal) ( 3% to 16%), and an in-
creé§e in the percentdge of supgects at Level IVA (from 39% to 57%). These

-
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es are not surprising. PAEI studies of a ‘number of other innovations in
schools\and colleges have found that approximately 50% of all subjecﬁs will be"
at IVA after an innovation has been in use fer two or more years (Hall &
Loucks, 1977). For a subject to remain at Levels IVB or V, he/she must con-
tinue to make changes in his/her use of the innovat ion to penefit students.
More often, once teachers have made a few changes in how they use the innova-
tion, they tend to return to a routine use (IVA) until they decide to make

__other changes. For this reason the number of subjects at LoU IVB (Refinement)
or LoU V (Integration) at any point in tfme in most implementation efforts is
usually much 'smaller than those at Levels IVA (Routine use).

. Although the pattern of LoU's foupd in this study after two years is .
somewhat typical, it is not necessarily ideal. Ideally, in any implementation
effort all participants would ultimate]y”be using the innovation routinely ‘
(LoU IVA) or at a higher level. In this study, as in the many other studies
of implementation conducted by the PAEI Program, this ideal has not been fully
realized. Some of the reasons for this are explored in the section that

follows. kh‘x
. ANALYSIS

The Two Years in Review
<. ] "y

As is the case in most implementation e?forts, many of the interventions
in this stuayawere directed at groups, at the faculty as a whole and at the
tgachingcteams. Un]ike,many implementation efforts, however, there were many
efforts in this project to intervene on individuals, although. this was much .
more true in the first year of the project.than in the second. For ‘example, .
during the first year, there were many more ineividual conferences between
teachers and the principal, and between teachers and the change facilitator.

The change facilitator devoted time to individual teachers when he reviewed o
tapee/g§ their conferences with students. He also conducted demonstrations of
class meetings during the first year of the project in respense to individual
teachersq requests. Finally, the process used by the total faculty to arrive

at decisions regarding the school's philtosophy of discipline alYowed each

» ‘ . - -
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teacher to express his/her concerns -about Qhe new apprdach to discipline that
the school was implementing Even the process used for choosing teachers to .
attend Glasser workshops attended to the needs of individu%ts.

. During the second year of .the project, the focus of the 1mp1éﬁentat1on
effort was directed at teaching teams and 3t the school as a who]e more than
it was at 1nd1v1dua1s Certaimly individuals were not ignored, but their
spec1f1c needs in relation to use of Rea11ty Therapy were not attended to as
much as they had been in the first year To a great extent this was due to a
shift of emphasis <from implementation of the specific innovation of Reality
Therapy as described by G]asser,‘to a foeus on the development and implementa-

- tion of a‘teacher-determined philosophy of discipline for the school. There

also seemed to, be some "winding down" of effort as it became known that thé
Teacher Corps Project would not continue gf the junior high school after the
initial two years. 0 - K
By focusing in on the on-site facilitators' work with teachers at the
schobl, the next section of this analysis looks at the differences‘jn the two
years and their impact on teachers' attitudes toward and use of the innovation
in more depth. That section is followed by some observations about the lack
of continuity and follpw-through which characterized the second year of the
project and by a sect1on exploring the effects of various university po]1c1es

°

on w¥he 1mp1ementat1on effort. ' . ¢

The On-Site Change Facilitators N

The amount of on:site support provided steachers who were being asked to
change their approach to discipline in this project is clearly a strength of

this implementation effort, . It is interesting that the on-site change facili-
_tator in the first year of the project and the two on-site change facilitators

during the second year had such d1fferent strengths and styles. The djffer-
ences in their sty]es clearly had an impact on teachers' attitudes toward and .
use of the innovat ion.

The goal of the on-site change facilitator (Jdm) in the first year of the
project was to help individuaL’teachers use Reality Therapy. Because he had
persdnally used it himself with junior high school delinquents, he felt com-
fortable demonstrating the approach, conferring with ;eachers on their disci-
pline problems and working directly with students that teachers referred to

. \
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him. His strengths as a change facilitator came out in one-to-one interac-

tions with teachers and in counseling-type s1tuat1ons w1th both teachers and :

students. On the other hand, his appearance, informality, and s]ow speech - s
) ritated many facu]ty members in 1arge group meetings. Some facu]ty members
also -objected to his life sty]e, which v1o]ated many of the’norms of the com- T
mun1ty In/;mall group meetings, he often took a 1a1ssez faire posture and
.let the group go where it wanted. He rarely had potes about what he expected
*teachers td get out of a planning meet1ng or a training session. He was com-
‘fortable focus1ng in on one small part of a whole activity he had schedu]ed
for a sess1on even if it meant that tne rest. of the activity was never. com-
pleted. - ) *
In contrast-to the on-site change faci]itator in the first year, the on-
U site facilitators in the second year (Dan and Doug) did not have extensive °
N knowledge of Reality Therapy, nor did they- have public school teaching experi-
ence. Like dim, they were fairly comfort&b]e 1ett1ng faculty members do most
y -0f the talking during week]y planning per1od meet1ngs Often, they asked,
teachers to describe a particular problem student. Because.they were not at
the schoo] everyday and because they -did not observe in c]assrooms or Task
teachers to keep anecdotal records on students, they had to rely on the teach-
“ers’ perceptions of who and what caused the problems they were describing.
After a teacher had described a student's behavior.or a particular incident
and then the action that had been taken in response, the two fac111tators
often asked, "What else, cou]d\x\: have done?" Rarely did they offer advicewpr

makeoa recommendat ion. The question itself, in theemlnds Qﬁ_mﬂnx_I£AChens,nccw»wu» o

1mp11ed that tHey should havgadone something other than what they did, that *
*what they did was wrong. Because the twovfac111tators during the second year
. of ,the project did not work ful]-time at.the school°they often were not avail-

able for fo]]ow-upq For example, although th;} asked teachers to write case .

studies of two students, they never”gave the teachers any feedback on that
*assignment. A]though they knew that the team leaders and pr1nc1pa1 had worked

out some new d1sc1p11ne referral p‘)cedures dur1ng @ne’ all-day meet1ng, tﬁey

did not know whether the forms were being used and, therefore, they did not

[

o intervene to encourage use of these new prpcedures or attempt to work out -

-

problems. the office .and faculty members encountered #n using-them.
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One thing that is clear is that the change facilitators in both years of
the project were allowed to develop their own ways o?-Workingﬂwfth teachers.
Their specific roles, or what tney were to accomplish.with teachers in week 1y

team meetings or indjvidual;consultations, were never clearly spelled out.
Meanwhilé, the university faculty member with primarj responsibility for the
discipline strateg1es component of‘the prOJect (Don) was committed to working
on a number of other projécts, . wh1ch cut down on the time and attention- he,
could give to the project at the junior h1gh schoo] This was even more true

dur1ng the second year of the-project. )
These c1rcumstances def1n1te1y had an effect on the amount of .planning

‘ that wd% done and- on the quality. of the inservice training that was provided

to teachers dur1ng the second year of the project. For example, there was
Only *a minimum amount of p]ann1ng done’ prior to the second pre-school work-
shop. . "NO teachers were involved in the planning although the plans were
designed to build.on what had cccurred in summer team meetings, which only

- teachers attended. The two new on-site change facilitators were also not

~

involved in plann1ng e 8ecause planning for this- ggrkshop was done at the last
m1nute the university facu]ty member with primary responsibility for the dis-
@1pl1ne strateg1és %bmponent of the, project (Don) and the principal.only had a
genera] Tdea of what would wappen at the workshop when it began, e.g., teach-
1ng teams- would critique, each other s plans for 1mp1ement1ng the adopted phil-
osophy of discipline. They "had. hot anti 1pated the need to des1gn spec1f1ca1-
ly how this would happen, ‘despite the ffact that they could anticipate that
‘there would be huge'd1ffenences in those plans. . ‘

o The planning that was dorke for ithe pre- school workshop was characteristic
of the p]ann1ng that was ddne in relation to d]scap11ne strategies during tge
entire second ‘year of the project. It seemedQns 1f interventions wére only’
planned at. a strategy leveT -the on-site change fac111tators woqu meet week-
- Ty with teaching teams during the1r p]ann1ng periods; teachers would attend
Glasser workshops, new facu1ty members would be or1énted to the new approach

to® d1sckp11ne in the school. Most of these strateg1es were carried over from.

. the f1rst year of the proJth Their efféctiveness Tn~he1p1ng teachers change

the1r att1tudes toward on/acqurs1t1on of sx1]1s in_use of the innovation was

-

not quest1oned However,;ln some cases, other str3§eg1es_may.have_been mQre

"appropriate. For examp]e, more than ha]f of .the teéachers in the school Qere
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special teachers 1n art, music, practica] arts, etc. These teachers eid'not
need to-coordinate the}r use’ of the innovatien with one another (although they |
dvd need to work with all of the teaching teams). No; did they have experi-
ence or skills in working together aé a group. Despite the fact that the on-
site change ﬁac111tator dur1ng the first year of the project (Jim) never felt
very good about h1s meet1ngs with groups of these speciat teachers, the stra- !
tegy of working with’ tnese teachers in groups was never ques®ioned. Perhaps
ten minutes with each teacher on an individual basis might have been more ef-
- fective than fifty minutes once a week with a whole group who happened to -
share'a'common planning peeaod Secondly, because planning was usually done
at the last minute, there was little thought g1ven to how the strateg1es
adopted for the second year of the project would be accomp11shed Whrat would
the change facf11tators do on a week -by- -week basis in team meet ings? How
could they puild on teachers' participation in workshops with William Glasser
to furtne; use of the innovation in the school? What could be done to orient
and train new teachers in usé af the innovation? '

Of course it is always easier in retrospect to say what could or shou]d
"have been done; still, the UTR&D data (related to 'teachers' concerns and use
of the 1nnovat1%% m13ht have given the cH%nge facilitators and the%ﬁwnc1pa]
some clues to appropr1ate interventions if the data had been used in p]ann1ng
For example, strong differences were apparent between the three eighth-grade
teaching teams' plans for 1mp1ement1ng the ph1losophy of d1sc1p11ne and the
three ninth-grade teams' plans when they were discussed at the pre-school
workshop. Eighth-grade teams were generally willing to involve students in
setting class rules; wheregs the ninth-grade teachers generally felt that stu-
dents should follow rules set by teachers. Stages of Concern Questidnnaire ]
data and Levels of Use interview data a month after the pre-school workshop
confirm these differences in attitudes and actual use of the innovation (see
Tables 14 and 15). There were more eighthZgrade teachers at Lol IVA and V and
more ninth-grade teachers who were nonusers. When -SoC scores for these two*
groups were compared, tke eighth-grade teachers tended to be higher on Stage 4
(Consequence) and Stage 5'(C011ab5kation)-concerns,,while ninth-grade teachers
were generally higher on Stage 0 (Awareness),_étage 3 (Management), and Stage
6 (Refocusing) concerns. These data indicate that eighth- and ninth-grade

teachers needed different kinds of support, consultation, and assistance in

4

J



‘e

. Table 14
Number of Eighth-Grade Teachers at Each Level of Use, October 1977 (N = 10)-

Level of Use 0 I Il I VA I8 VoVl -
Number of  * ‘
Teachers . 1 5 .4

. Tabfe 15
~' (4
Number of MNinth- Grade Teachers at Each LeveV of Use, October 1977 (N = 8)

4 5 "

t

Leyel of Use 0 1 I Il VA VBV VI *
Number of . ' . el
Teachers 2 ) 3 1 2 ,
» s, ‘ ¥
- A
» < s
. the early part of the second year of the project. The etnograph1c data from *

'these same months show that two oﬁ the eighth-grade® teams were woréﬁng at re-"
f1mng their use of the 1nn0vat1on--develop1ng procedures for stufents to make L
commitments to aH of the teachtrs on the team, not Just to the one teéoher on o’
the team who. had asked the student to write a commitment ; th1nk1ng about ‘ ‘
strategies to reinforce students who followed-through on their conn1tments,
and devising plans for how to handle student-parent- teacher conferences.
Thege teams might have required special sorts of 1ntervent1ons~that acknowl>
. edged their attempts to collaborate and ref1ne their use of the innovation.
The other eighth- grade team.had only two new teache S on it who had worked at

* . . . v s ° . t .
) . L I . : . R .
. . : . ¢ .




the junior high s¢hool déring the first year of the pnoject The teaﬁ leader,
*in this case an LoU V user, probably needed special assistance in tra1n1ng the
two new teachers on her team in use of the 1nnovat1on
. Finally, there were also a number of high SoC 0 (Awarenéssz_and SoC 6
{Refocusing) people in both the eighth and n1nth grades, facu]ty members who "
' were not us1ng the 1nnovat1&a or were us1ng it at a vexy m1n1ma1 rout1ne Leve]
‘of Use. These-are peop]ekwho are lookimg for a-way out. What the on-site .
change facilitators did in team,meetings--deemphasizing Reality Therapy and,
looking at alternative approachesclike behavior modification--was probabTy.
very appropriate for these faculty members. Apparently, once the pressure to
use. Reality Therapy was off, many of these’ facu]ty members who had at one:time .
been classified as users aga1n began using it, as the data in Table 13 show
{page 68). . : ' ' oo L .
. T e o
Problems with a Lack of Continuity and Follow-Through in Phase 3

The lack of continuity in staffing was one of the prob]ems the prOJect
faced during Phase 3. There were several staff cuts and changes at the schoo]
. because of declining student enro]]ments at the beg1nn1ng’of‘the project's
" second year. Notably thg staff member in the Student Plahning Room was re-
«placed. Furthermore the on-site change facilitator left at the end of the
. first year and was rep]aced by two new university faculty members assigned
part- t1me to the junior high school.
., Bécause these new people were not fam111ar with’ what had happened at the
sqhool during the ilrst year of the project, many of the change 'strategies.
initiated in the first year were nof evaluated and reyised or, if continued ,
v efﬁect1ve1y carried through in the second year. Furthermore much of the data.
about the faculty's values, jattitudes toward, and use of the innpvation wére
not used In planning. It has a]ready been ment1oned that the -change fac111ta-
tprs and the principal did not take as much advantage of the UTR&D data as
hey might have Thé first chang~/fac1ﬂ1tatvr,s d1ssertat1on on the impact of
his new approach to discipline 6n students'’ behgy ior and se]f concept JSS
also not USEd in planning. Neither were the Pupil- Contrel Indeg (PCI) data.
Y? ‘Work®on the philosophy of discipline was initially postponed during the
spring of the fi:st\year.of the project -betause of the universiY& faculty mem-
" ber who had primary responsibility for the discipline strategies component of

) «, - L N .
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\’meet1ngseon discipline strategies were also cancelled.

" was being used’or not.

L4 ~a
~

the project-(Don)J was ugrking on other projects. After the second pre-schoo]
workshap, work on the pnilosophy of dfscipline was postponed because of con-
flict among faculty members which the principal wanted to avoid increasing.
The principat and on-site,change facilitators decided it was better to ta]k
about plans for 1mp1ement1ng the adopted ph1losophy of discipline in the on-
site change facilitators' meet1ngs with tea¥h1ng teams than it was_to discuss
discipliné in general faculty meetings. However, this never took place be-
cause whenever the facilitators brought the topicup,. teafhers complained, and
here was never any attempt to work through all the negaf1ve feelings. As a
result of these d&isions, @e on-site change facilitators and the principal
never got back to the -plans teaching teams had made over }he summer to.imb]e-
ment the adopted philosophy of discipline.

As ‘work on the pnilosophy of d1sc1p11ne was postponed week]y faculty

meetings of the discipline strategies leadership team were ﬁ%stponed’or can-
celled because the principal and othér members of the discipline strategies
leadership team were overcommitted. .

There were other indicators to suggest- that a lack of cont1nu1ty and
follow-through charag@®rized the second year.of the project.
not get any formal training in Reality Therapy beygﬁd the pre-school orienta-
tion session they attended. The administrators group which was formed to
help adm1n1strators look at the role of the of fice in relation to discipline

t three t1mes and then never met again,

be11ef it was 1mportant

‘despitg the on-site changé facilita-
tors” Class meetings were not held after December
1977, exsen though students comp]alned to their teachers.

- In February 1977, at an all-day meet ing, team leaders made a set of re-
comméndat1ons on the roles of the off1ce and team 1eaders in handTing disci-
6T?ﬁe prob]ems No at-
tempt was made tO\xespond to teachers' complaints abdut a ‘ack of feedback on’

discipline referrals until the last few months of the prOJect dlthough these

Nothing was done- wvth these suggest1ons for a year.

complaints were vo1ced as early as October 1976.
it tepk tyo months “for ‘the team t?aders to report

Once & form was developed,
ack to the rest of the-

facu]ty*on what they had done A month 1ater, a]mQ t nobody knew if the form

P

Subsequent 1y, planning

New teachers did

\




R |

. %
In January 1978, during the second year of the project, teachers were

asked to write cdse studies on two students who weresdiscipline problems.

They were given' time during one of the January 1nserv1ce days to work on the
task. The on-site change facilitators did not get back. to teachers .on these
case studies for months, if at all. The same thing happened with the three
tapes teachers were required to make of a class meeting and conferences witn
two students. Most of the meetings between teacher; and the on-site change
facilitators to critique these tapes took place in the last.three weeks of
school, at a point at which they were minimally he]pfu] F1na11y, no p]ann1ﬁg

_ for the continuation of the project beyond the end of the two- year federal

funding period took place during the third phase of the project.

.&a None of the actions ment1oned above necessar11y had to be carried out for

successful implementation to nccur But, taken together, they indicate a pat-
tern that was detrimental to this change effort. This lack of follow- up: or

- inconsistent follow- up, as much gs anything, contr1buted to the facu]ty s at-

titude dur1ng the second year of the project that they could "outlast the in-
novat1on;> _The observations themselves raise important questions for chdnge
facilitators about how'and when they do follow-up.

. - -,
The Effects of University Policy on the Change Effort

In at least two cases durang this phase of the project, university poi®-
cies that were.reasonable in their own right intervened on the implementation

effdrt at the junior high school. The university policy on mini-courses which

allowed teachers to accumuﬁate inservice hours that théy could then use in
place of attend1ng a d1str1ct- or school-sponsored 1nsery+ce workshop was
probab]y des1gned to attract teachers, to ganiversity courses and to make the
un:vers1ty more responsaye to the 1nserv1chneeds of teachers. Had the d1s-
trict inservice’ days‘been held in February, as originally scheduled, a few
teachers would have taken advantage of ehis new option. Four had a]réady ac-
cumulated several credit. hours. However, their absence from the wirger inskge-
vace workshops might‘have had disa;trous“effects on the project's need to have

-

al) of the fauulty involved din activities related to the, implementation of the

1nnovat1on at the school. As it was, ‘because the workshops were held in
?
January'1nstead of,Egbryary, none Of the teachers had accumulated enough hours

“,ﬁgtng ane to‘sktp the district inservice sessions and, therefore, the only.
¥t ¥ - ) .

?
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_effect the new policy had on the implementation effort was on some teachers'
feelings and morale. . ,

Finally, the state and the univeréity policy on the maxiqi?'amount that
can be‘spent to hire outside consultants 1nte;7€rgé\yith the principal's plan
to bring in Magic Circfe:Lnterchange consultadts to work with "teachers at the
school. Again, the policy itself gs probably .reasonabie, but it had a n?ga{
tive-effect on the project. These two examples are cited to help make change
facilitators morer aware of how difficult it is to manage the relationship of
two separate orgénizations,weach with their own set .of policies and-practicés,

in a collaborative eﬁfoxtf ' '

L it

$ ——"" SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

-

This paper has preséhtéd a, se‘study 6f one component of a two-year
Teacher Corps Project -involving ESE collaborative efforfs of a regional state
'university with a local Junior high school. Thé events of the two-year imple-

mentation effort have been described usiing both qualitative and quantitative
data. Both types of data are based on concepts integral to the Comcerns-Based
AHoption Model (CBAM) deveoped by the Research and Development Center for
Teacher Bducation at the University of Texas a£ Austin. )

It was not thedpurpose of this research to judge the success or failure
of fhe imb]ementatiE% effort, but only to study and documght it and to try to )
. analyze hqw interventions® :e p]anﬁéd and executed. Yor{those who finar{t
. difficult to refrain from making evaluative judgments, it should be pointed
dut:thaf Reality Therapy is 4 compiéx innovation to use. It involves the per-
sonal va]hes of the people who are being changed in a way that few innovat ions
do. "'The complex naturé of the innovatdion is reflected not only in the nUmbér
of nonusers (19%),.but also ip the number of teachers at LgU LIT (7%) "who were
sti41 having trouble mahaging the innovation at the edd of the project.

However, the quantjtatEvg data on Stages of‘Conbern and Levels of .Use, as
well as the ethnographic data’ in this case: can be instrugﬁive to change
facilitators in similar situations. The néxt four sectiqns%of this cas€ study
suﬁmérize"sgme-of %hg kéy learﬁings from this research about: (1) the need to
individualjge interventions in the chanég process; (2) the need to establish

-
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criteria for what constitutes acceptable patterns of use of .the innovation;

(3) the role of the organizatiapal leader in the change proces§§ and (4) the’

merits of various decision-making“Models in a collaborative ppoJect such as

th"is.q . P - . );-s.a

T

The Need to Individualize Interventions |

In the first Qlace, we know that change iS a process and that different

interventions are require&'at’different points in the change process if suc-

cessful imp]ementation is _to occur. " We know that Stages of Concern and Levels

of Use data can be used d1agnost1ca11y tg assess 1nd1v1dua1 and group needs at
var1ous points in the change process and, thereby, serve as a basis for deve]i
op1ng appropriate interventions to meet those needs. Because people at dif-

ferent Levels of Use face d{fferent problems, it is 1ogica1 that they need P

'd1ffereﬁt kinds of ass1stance, suppor4, and training to 1mprove the1r use of

the innovation. - Since we know“‘hat .in general, SoC and:LoU change 1n pre-
d1ctab1e ways, 1ntervent1ons can be phased accorqug to eibected ghanges ih

‘ \

concerns and use over time. _ "
"%e alse 1earned, as a result of this case study, that somet imes an inter-
vention may seem to t> tota]]y appropriate or inappropriate; but, later, as
the effects of the interventdon become more visible, the intervention may not
seem as good or as bad as we thought at first. For example, in the case of '
this 1mp1ementat1on effort, the deve]opment of a philosophy of d1sc1p11ne at
the t:ﬁe it was 1n1t1ated when teachers qere beingsasked to 1mp1ement .a
single new approach to d1sc1p11ne,‘seemed tike an inappropriate intervention
to the research staff. But, ¢in retrospect, it clearly had some unintended ‘
positive effécts on the implementation effort that may have of fset any nega-

tive effects. On the positive side, 1t allowed teachers who were committed to

*

the 1nnovat1on to see that there were others who were a]so positive. Up unt11 ,

. this time, the teachers “who were negative had been ‘the most vocal and fad

recelved most? of the change fac1b+&a%cr§ attent1on On the negative s1de,}

the tedlousness of the task may. well have killed whatever interest some facu]-
ty members had in the innovation. . P .

P . .
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-The Need to Define What Const1tutes Acceptab]e Patterns of Use of the
Innovation

Q

A second maJor understanding we have of the change process )% that people

v adopt different parts of an 1nnovat1on 1n different combinations [to fit their

particular personality and situation. The CBAM hame for tnis phenomenon is

"Innovation Gonfigurations." Innovation configuratiops are defined as, "the
operational patterns of the innovation that result from selection and use of

different innovation cpmponent variations" -(Hall & Loucks, 1978). In a fairly

sdec1fic change effort (for example, a curriculum implementation), change

- faciljtators might hope that part1c1pants in the change effort \buld use the

innovation in fairly similar ways once the' innovation is fully implemented.

In a change effort like this one, in which the goals of the project are more
general (e.g., to help teachers take a more humanistic approach to disci-
pline), change facilitators might tolerate a wider range of innovation config-
urations. Although conf1guration data were only collected twice in this case
study, criteria for what constitutes use and nonuse were estab11shed each time
LoU interviews were conducted. As can be seen in Table 16, the conf1guratTon
descriptions and the criteria changed from one medSurement peridd to another.

From.this case study, we kndw that whatever patterns of -innovation con- .

figuration the change facilitators allow, it 13 mportant that they®set cri-

" teria for what constitutes’ use and successful imp]ementation—of‘the innovation

at the bgginning of the change effort. These criteria might change as imple-
(ﬁgntation takes place, but it is important for the change facilitator to set
some standards or goals against which the implementatioh effort can be evalu-
ated. In this case these criteria were not 1dent1f1ed in the proposal to
Teacher Corps, nor were they set at the beginning of the change effort. When

. the UTR&D research project asked that cfiteria be set in January 1977 so that

the first and second rounds of, Levels of Use interview data could be compared
and interpreted, one of the un1vers1ty Teacher Corps staff members skt th/nyr\
unilaterally ‘without consu1t1ng the on-site change facilitator or the princi-
pal. _Thas was unfortunate, because the pr1nc1pa1 s cr1ter1a for what would
constitute use of the 1nnovat1on m1ght have been d1fferent She probably
would have.said her obJect1ves were to have more students in class, fewer sis-,
pens10ns/expu1s1ons more human1st1c treatment of students nd students {
having more respons1b111ty,. - 5 T ‘L ) ‘
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Table 16 N

.

Cr{teria for Use/Nonuse in LoU Interviewing;'Septémber 1976 - October 1978

. b4 ’ o ‘ . r .
Qate of Lou , ' R
g interviswing . Criteria for Use/Nonuse . . Contliguration Pattarns
Id

Septemper 1976 *1. Teachers hold required class meetings rarely, occasionally, frequently R

January 1977 *l. Students maxe plans , rarely, occasionally, frequently

. ~ 42, Students make comm tmants R rarely, occasionaily, frequenttly

. TN
. ’ . #3, Teacher follows=up rarely, occasionally, frequently >y
. !

. . 4 »
Aprii 1977 1. Teacher asks students to identify what they rarely, ocaasionally, frequently .
are dolng, rather than why A “‘,'

42, Sftudents nake plans (written and oral) rarely, occasionally, frequently

43, Students mgke commitmants (written and oral) rarely, occasionaily, frequent iy

*3,, Teacher follows~up * rarely, occasicnaily, frequentiy

. ~
/‘\ 5. Teacnher allows natural consequences to rarely, occasionalty, frequently -
occur for wptultl|led commitments ” ——
s . 6. Teacher holds class meetings rarely, occasionally, trequently
. \/ 7. Teacher uses Reallty Therapy for purpocses rarely, occasionally, frequently

other than disclpiine

-3ctover 1977 1. Teacher asks stucents fo identify what they * rarely, occasionally, frequentty
° a are coing, rather than why -
- -4
/ *2, Students make plans {written and cral) rarely, occaslionally, frequently
f
3 Students make c<':rmifmrfgi (writted®ang cral) rarely, occasionally, frequently
‘ R *4, Teacher follows=~up - rarely, océslonally, trequent |y
¢35, Teacher alicws natural consequences to rarely, occaslonally, frequantly
‘occur Jfor unfulfllted comitments
) 4
6. Teacher holds class meetings rarely, occaslonally, frequently
. R R R
7. Teacher has more than required number of .rarely, occasionally, frequently
. y ctass meetings R
9
» ~
. *8. Teacher Imposes corporal punishment as a rarely, occasionally, frequently
last resort . J B
] <
Pl Nl
. April 1978 *1. Students make plans . rarely, occasionatly, frequently
PR Y
' i 2. Teacher follows~-up rarely, occasionally, frequentty
. . N .3, Pynlsnmnr‘ used a3 a last resort rareiy, octcasionally, frequentty
Octobet 1978 *1. Teacher negatlates a plan with stucents rarely, ocaslonall'y, frequent |y
. that involved choices and cwnership .
* ®
*2. Teacher follows=up when appropriate and rarof'y, occasionatly, frequentily
. observes |f sStudents are -kooelng commitments 1
) ! *3, Paddiing Is not used as a flrst or reguiar ) rarely, occagjonally, frequently
B ' punishment
h N
. « ) *Used as criteria to estabiish use/nthuse. .
. . : * N .
. e . .
. . « .t - kY
: 17 . .
. -~ ’ . »
° - A . N
. ‘ - ’
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. ‘ . .
» -

' . . 82 . .




Not only did each of the change facilitators ih this case appear to have
different-criteria‘in mind for;what constituted use of the innovatien, they
also never got together to talk about what the operationalization of this in-
novation would look like at various points in the change process. In this
case, at the beg1nn1ng of the change effort, the on-site change facilitator
(J1m) and the pr1nc1pa1 saw that paddling and suspensions were 1ncons1stent

with use of the Jdnnovation, and sp they made some decisions about the need for

a Student Planning Room as an alternative to paddling and suspensions. When
some teachers™saw that the office was not employing the same techniques as
they had in the past, they were shocked. They interpreted the principal's
actygﬁs to mean that they could not paddle anymore, wh1ch 1eftythem feeling
-helpless when they were still having problems manag1ng the new approach to

&
-

discipline.
At this point'i(rthe change proces$, it might have been helpfu] if the
change facilitators had created a s&b of expectat1ons on the part of teachers
“that certain changes, a]tnough d1ﬁ¢1cu1t at first, would eventua]]y result in
pos1t1ve outcomes for students. Then again, teachers at LoU III may not have
been able to understand the logic of arguments that assessed that merit of
certain changes on tho basis of their impact on students. In situations like
this, change facilitators may need.to think about changing their expectations
for how teachers will use the innovation (the acceptab'innovation configura-
tion as teachers become more’soph%sticateq.in their us®of the innovation),
In this case, that-would Have-meant not saying anything about paddling or cre-
ating the Student P1&nningsRoom until teachers had worked through some of

their ear]y concerns and problems with us1ng the innovation.

°

V)
It goes without saying that in addition to setting criteria for use of

the }nnovat1on, it is important f£6r change facilitators to def1ne~gu3gnnova-
tion and establish goals for the implementat ion in operational terms. The

*goals of this chafge effort were never clear. The proposal suggested teachers

would be trained 1n the use of a new approach to discipline, Reality Therapy
The principal's goa] to change teachers' approaches to discipline in order to
create a more n\§1t1ve environment for students was not inconsistent with the
goa] of training teachers in the use of Reality Therapy, but it was more gen-
eral. By mid-fall during the first year of the projqet, the focus of the

change effort had shifted away from t.i’mﬁementation of a specific innova-
-]
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tion (Reality Therapy) to helping teachers examine and modify d1sc1p11ne strg-
tegies in the school. The principal felt that increasing pressure on teachers
to use Reality Therapy woyld jeopardize the more important goal she had of |
establishing more humane discipline practices at the school. By January, 1977,
it seemed as if. the innovétion(wou]d become the implementation of whatever )
phi]osophy of dfscipline the staff agreed'to, although, .as we have seen, even
this goal was scutt]ed ‘when there appeared to be some irreconcilable conflicts
among faculty members at the second pre- Zschool workshop. Operationally, the
goals of the” second year of the project’ seemed to be to help teachers examine
a]ternat1ve d1se13ﬁ1ne Models like behavior mod1f1cat1on and to avoid con- =~ -
flict. ° . R :

o

-
o

-This shift ih goals probably came about because Reality Therapy, in’ s

effect, gid not meet the needs of a number of faculty members at the school

who said discip[ine“was‘a problem on the original needs assessment. These
faculty members apparently did not waAt to learn a new approach to discip]ine

that was more fhumane or that increased student rgspons?gifdty. It is more

lTikely that,ihey wanted trouble-makers out of their classes and even out of
) school when -they markéd "discipline" as a pressing problem area on the needs

assessment instruméng:? The,useful discussions that occurred in faculty meet-
ings to develop a philosophy of discipline four to six months into the project
might have profitably occurred before the project began in that the pr1nc1pa1
and chgnge facilitators wou]d have had a clearer sense of the mean1ng of the

L2

needs assessment data.® = 4, K

In implementat'ion efforts411ke§th1s, where the innovation 1ncorporated a
set of techniques based on a number “of. assumpt1qps it s important that
change facilitators evaluatg all aspecvs “of the*mdd@?*they are seeking to ,
implement. [Ih this case, "student respons1b111ty," a key concept of Glasser' s
model for discipline (Reality Therapy), was emphasized, while "student in-
volvement,” Glasser's second concept, was not. Despite the.f,;t that G]asser b A

feels that class meet1ngs are an 1mportant vehicle to build student teacher

rapport and increase student respons1bﬁ]1ty and 1nv01vement, schoo] -wide class
meetings were not held after December 1977 Furthermore there was almost no

use of Reality Therapy as a preventative technique at they junior h1gh schoo]
The technigue was almost exclusively used with students who mfsbehaved, where-
as Glasser would emphasize its preventat1ve value for a]]{students. Th@ge o
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modifications in the way the innovation was presented certainly must have .had, -
some effects on the implementation effort. 1 ) .

-~
.

The Role of Organizational Leadef in Supporting Use of the Innovation

¥ This case study also raises some questions about what the literature on
organizational change identifies as a key, ¥}‘not the key factor in the suc-
cessful -implementation of charige--the support of the organizationa]lleader.

-

From this case, we learned that the issue is not simply a question’of whether /
or not the principal supports or does not support the innovation. It is a

'qoestion of how the principal gupportssthe innovation and how much he/she sup-.
ports it. How long does the principal Keep the need to use the innovation A
before the faculty? How long does she/he continue to control how the innova-

tion will be used in the school? How much support fbor how long in what forms
is “heeded for successful implementation to occur? In this cas®, the principal

was clearly committed to and supported use of the innovation, but she also had
to respond to-the personal concerns of teachers related to "fee]ing supported"
when students were sent to the_off)ce for disciplinary.reasons. Whén' she "

tried to do something different with students who were sent to the office,

‘. some teachers interpreoted her act{ons to mean that they'Were not being sup-
ported 'Spec1f1ca11y, the pr1nt1pa1 either had to meet the expectat1ons of
the staff by continuing to do what she had always done or she had to try some-
thing different with students and- potent1a1]y loose the supporf of the staff
for- the program._ in thig "case, the principal insisted teachers try the new L

appro

« 6%

to d1sc1p11ne Her 1ns1stence probably a11enated a number of teqch-
(nonusers)\ the‘mdst part), and it probably cut. her off from some ;

'facu]ty membe\rs(*had supported her in the*past dand - cou]d have g1ven her

va]uable feedback on how the program was being received by teachers. On the

other hand her d1rect1veness and jntense 1nv01vement was also respons1b1e for

most of the §wgn1f1cant changes that d1d occur at the schod] dver the' two . L >
- & e

- yeacs of %he progecf o , 3 o o.e . !
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: ,ated becayse of the current°empha31s in the literature on partic1patory deci-

®

’

t:\makmg bady for the project, some aCt1ons would have had .to have been taken to

f 3qch a way that Jre cou]d hay had more°1nf1uence on teachers 4§e of‘t f;nnqr .
. -,3 V.a¥‘]0n ”j .7 . oy - \j : . qi. . .. 1. .5 '2 = N l' :..':::‘, ”. ‘Af‘
\_ ' - CEE @5‘ R s g . B, & W R

: ~targa§ﬁm6del The 3}ﬁnc1paf in thhs case “study. had in the pqst and dtd 1;? . j@
is.

; i dec1sxon3 5hat are made often last only "as long as pres§uren1s ma1nta1ﬁ d."

s1on-mak1ng oThe principal and the on-sate change facilitator(s ) madé most of
“the day -to- daxpdecqslons that 1nf1uenced implementation of the 1nnovat10n s L
Some members of _the management team did not' even feel that they cou]d give the C
d1sglp11ne stratedies 1eadersh1p team feedback on the1r plans for 1mp1ementa- £
_ tion or that they could influence dec1s1on -makipg at that~ level. Certalnlyﬁv
the ‘chaice of a, dec151on mak ing modeT\jor a projeet w1th as many resources as [ :
_this ong 1s .4 cr1t1ca1 strategic decisign. One cgu]d assume that dlfferent :
dec151on -making mode]s gould be used in g prOJect 71ike th7§\ﬂf their effec- .
- tiveness and dosts’ ‘Could be evaluated.’ s ° o "M\; : ™
The collaborative decision- maang model'called for 1n the Pﬁp@g:\j for
thws projeét had, at least on the sur?ace a lot of. mer1t It should_have
increased part1c1pants ownersh1p and understandlng qf the project. s In th1&

case, 1f the management téam were to have actually ‘functioned as’ bhe dec1s15n-

-

involve its members in day-by-day discipline, strategles p]annang« Certa1n1y;ﬁ‘,'
1mp1ementat1on effort would have been streng%hened if the assﬁstant prTn“; &

ad been 1nvo]ved 1h de;151on mak1ng in re]at1on”t9 d1sc1pﬂ1ne strate-

a‘ <

he known fore abdut the qong term goaés of the prJect He might- haveaieén °» ‘.
Aable to av 1d a number oF‘tqnfllfts Wil °teaphers and caﬁr\ed put?h'

P "
Job', 1nn \;

*”One alternatlve to"a goi1aborgt1ve dec1s1Qn -making® n@deﬂ is an author1- Ko

"ﬁ?eatuextent functronﬂgn th1$ Qﬁy dd’hng»the hrogect Yhe pnob]em w1th
apﬁf chkto dec1§10n maklng is that it of%en does not bu1Td ownersh{p and the

A third dec1s1on mak1ng model was also ev1denf in this project, a 1a1s-
“4

sez fa1re1node1 As the project director became 1nv01ved in qﬁher projects,
he adopted th1s mode] in managing the on-site change facilitators' work. This
model tended to increase the on-site change facilitators' autonomy--allowing

them to define their own roles and work in their own_Styles. On‘the other
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i
hand, it cyt the projett director off from what- was happening at the school
and made communication and coordinat ion more difficult. .

It is evident that each of these decision-making models has some
s;rengths‘and Weaknesses._ It is incumbent on change facilitators to choose

and use a model of decision-making that is appropriate to the needs of the

project, without wasting human or financial resources and to recognize that

each model includes potential strengths and weaknesses.

¢

Summar y : i

- “ In summary, a number of observations about the implementation of change”

in schools can be made from analysi§ of this case study:

‘ - \
. 1. Change is a process and different interventions are required
. at different points in the change process with different users if suc-

" .. _cessful implementation is to occur.

~

2., Change faci]itatoré‘shou]d identify various innovation configu-
rations at the beginning of the change effort and determine which are
acceptable. -

3. It is important that change fagilitators set criteria for what
constitutes use cf the sinnovation at’ the beginning of the change effort
against which the implementation effort can be evaluated.

¥ K '?

4. Although administrative support is important, change facilita-
tors have to think about how much support for how long in what forms is
needed for successful implementation to occur.

5. It is also important for change facilitators to make sure admin-
jstrators have adequate training and understanding of the change process
and feel supported in the actions they take to encourage use of the inno-
vation: .

. , _ '
6. Change facilitators need to choose a model for decision-making

that fits the requirements and goals of the project.
. .
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. secretaries and teachers'’ ma11boxes were p]aced on one one side, wh117,
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'What we thought was the last set of LoU interviews was conducted in April-

1978.. Ihe last ethnograph1c data collection was in June. A]though we were
sure tnat the patterns of use of the innovation wou]d change once the Teacher
Corps Progect ended, we did not anticipate a number of other changes that
also affected the use of . d1sc1p11ne strateg1es in the schoo] When these
’changes occurred over“the summer (June - August 1978) the research staff
dec1ded to collect one more round of Stages of Concern and Levels of Use data
in conag:ct1on wwth one more on site visit. The changes themse]ves, the data

co1lect d, and our hunches about how use of discipline strategies in the jua-

. ior high .school will change, as a result of changes in staffing and the build-’

ing, are described in the section that follows..

-

Changes , T 4
‘The Teacher Corps project ended in June 1978 with the end of the univer-

'sity school year. Almost everyone who was interviewed in the fall said that
teachers were more relaxed at the start ‘of the new year. They did not feel
the pressure of the prev1ous two years. This shift 1n\schoo] climate was
probaply a reflection of th1s lessening of demahds and pert formance and of
severa] other changes that occurred over the summer.

In the first place, the board of education spent approx1mate1y $180,00
over the summer to renovate the junior high school and make it more livable.
They had the principal's off{ce repainted; the outer office was made into a.
conference area; they lowered therce111ngs in the ha]]s which reduced thq

was converted into the Student Planning Room and the Teacher Corps Room w? 4

v

Y/

o

noise; and, the paint in the halls was todched-up. The o]d teachers eloung?/

turned into a new faCulty 1ounge The principal moved the coffee pot intg the

new lounge. Finally,” the assistant principal's office was subdivided. :
he
principal's office was s1tuated on the other s1de

The second major change that occurred over the summer was" that/ he' prin-
cipal's (Marge) request for leave of absence to attend graduate school was ap-
proved. The board of education made the assistant pr1nc1pa1 (Tom/ "act1ng
principal for the 1978 79 school year. No one was h1red to‘take/the ass1stant

/’t

/

/




principal's place. At Marge's suggestion, Tom asked teachérs to share the
ass1stant pr1nc1pa1 S respons1p111t1es on a rotating basis during their plan-
n1ng periods. The teachers kept attendance, worked with students who were re-
ferred to tie office for d1sc1p11nary reasons, answered the phone, called
parents’ of students who were)ﬂment, and maintained student records. Several

- teachers felt that the time they were spending-in the office gave them a new

! ¥ * - 4 v . » * » » »
perspective on the problems adminjstrators face in working with students 1n
the office. They became much more sensitive as to how a student's version of

an event might be inconsi®ent- with a teacher's version. They saw how diffi-

cult it was to let the student know he/she is trusted ahd still support the
teacher. Finally, a number -of teachers said they had become more aware of how

+ different teachers handled the same prbb]em

Thére were a number of other poSitive side efﬂé/ts to these changes in

-the office. " In the f\rst place, teachers reacted positively to the new prin-

c1pa1 s low-keyed approach part1cu1ar1y "after the former priincipal's firm
insistence that teachers usé the new approach to d1sc1p11ne Teachers said
they, knew that the new:principal was:an advocate for Reality Therapy, but $hat
he did not push it. Many teachers felt that the new principal had been put in
d1ff1cu1t posktion of hav1ng respons1b111ty for two jobs at once. They
wanted to cooperate as much as: poss1b1e so that they and the school-board
would see that the school "wou1d not fall apart™ with the change. Severa]
teachers sa1d they were re]uctant to send students to the office, not because
they d1d not feel they would be sypported (which is what they felt in the
past), but because they were hes1tant to stick another teacher with their
prob]ems As a resu]t many teachers were handling, more of their problems in

.the1r own c]assrooms and teams rather than referring students to the office.

Many teachegs now saw, as a resu]t oF—i&e time they.were spending in the of-
fice, what a hassle if was to deal with students who are always in trouble.

" This new arrangement of teachers sharing the assistant principal's role
had a good test during the second month of school when the acting principal,

. Tom, was calted for Jury duty and the- teachers really ran the school. In ef—

fect the new arrangement probab]y did more to improve re]at1onsh1ps between
teachers and the office and to deve]op a sp1r1t of cooperat1on in the schoo]
than did any of the meet1ngs on the role of the office in the previous two

" years. . ' N
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Another action taken by'the Q1d principal _over the summer also contri-
buted to the cooperative spirit that was evfdent at the beginning of the new
schoo yeacf* Over the summer, Marge developed a "discipline referral form"
which she shared wjth:Tom and he, instituted.to give teachers feedback on what
happens to a student who'is sent to the off{ce for discip]inary reasons. '
Teachers had been asking for this sort of communication for two years. The

old pripcipal developed it partly in response to their request and part]y be-
cause So many peop]e would be in the off1ce handling d1sc1p11ne pnob]ems and
there had to be some way to keep track of what act1ons were taken A, pos1t1ve/)
side effect that cdme from using the form is that it creates an expectation
amon teachers that they should try a number of strategies 1nc1ud1ng Rea11ty
Therapy before sending a student to the office. Before introducing the new
'reffera] form to the entire”facuTtyl the new princfpal reviewed the procedures
he expected teachers’ko follow with discipline proolems in a team 1eaders'
meeting. According to the form, teachers could, as a-last resort, exoect a
« Student to be suspended, which ymany teachers felt would never have happened

with the old principal because of her comm\tment to Reality -Therapy. As one
" faculty member said in an 1nterv1ew,'"Teachers now take more responsibility
., for handling their own discipline problems. When I send a kid‘to the office,
1 expect strong action will be taken. This year I think it will. "

A third major change at the junior high.schoo] over the summer after the
Jeacher Corps Project had ended was in the area of staffﬁng - Because of de-“v
c11n1ng enro]]ments, one whole team, as we]] as the staff person in the Stu-
d%nt Planning Room, was cut. In add1t1on severa] teacﬂgrs were “transferred

s to other bu11d1ngs in the d1str1ct, and a number of changes in teaching team
assﬁgnments were necessary. . As a result, a number of cliques -among faculty-
‘ members thayFad solidified over the last two ‘years were broken down.

The last change that was made in the schoo] over the sumiier that might
have had some effect on teachers' use'of d1sc1p11ne strateg1es was that stlr-
dents were grouped d1fferent1y Although each team was heterogeneous (e.qg.,
included students’ of d1fferent ab111t1es)‘ students were grouped homogeneousiy

-by ability for each academic subJectgnatter area w1th1n Lthe, team. The princi-
pal felt,that this change had 1mproved discipline in the school. p ,

These four changes, phys1ca1 1mprovements in the bu11d1ng, 1eadersh1p,

staff #ng, and student groupings, were 11ke1y to have some effect on how disci-
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pline was handled in the school. Figure 7 and Table 17 that follow summarize
the SoC/LoU data that were collected in October 1978. 19 ' ‘
How do these scores differ from the April 1978 prof11es? Overall, con-ﬁ

cerns are quite a bit less intense, particularly at Stage 1 ([nformation) and
Stage 2 (Rgfsonal)—-both are 19 points lower. The percentage of subjects at
eagh ffevel of Use is not significantly different in 0ctober 1978 than it was
in April 1978, except that there is a higher percentage of ‘teachers at LoU IVA
(Routipe use), which is to be-expected.
. Th1s relative lowering of concerns and stable pattern of use can probably
be explained by teachers' 1ncreas1ng experience with the approach,.as well as
the -stance taken by the new principal toward the innovation. Some teachers
felt th@t the old principa] expected thEm to use Reality Therapy or ledve.” As
a result, teachers' Personal concerns (How will I be evaluated?) and their
Jdanayement congerns (How can T use this approach effectively with one studenj§>
when there are 30 others waitinEkfor my attention) were always high. In con- L
trast,: the new principal supported the use of Reality Therapy as one alterna-
tive. Because teachers sensed thef'had alternatives, they felt less quilty
when they did not fo]Tow all the steps of Reality Therapy or when they re-
sorted to padding a s* udent Consequent1y-¢he1r management concerns were low-
er. More importantly perhaps, teachers felt they could disagree with the new
principal and that they!could see him as often-as they needed. In the 'two
years the Teacher Corps Project was ig the school, many teachers’ had trouble
getting in to see the principal because of all the meet1ngs she had to attend.
Furthérmore, teachers felt that they could not d1sagree w1th her. - It is logi-
cal to expect that the support .and respect teachers fe]t from the new princi-
pal would tower their personal concerns.

% 11me will tell how the new approach to d1sc1p11ne fares at the junior
high school «and whether the changes that\took place ;here over the summer
allow teachers to revert back to their: o]d ways of d1sc1p11n1ng students or
whether they, in fact, encourage use of the innovation. By October 1978, it -

/: Y \

, 19Teachers volunteered to be interviewed in October 1978 and, there-
fore, the number of teachers surveyed and interviewed at, cthe time is about -
half that of the other measurement periods. Both the smaller sample size and
the fact that the teachers who were.interviewed volunteered ‘to be interviewed
may have influenced the results we obtained. . . .
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~
Distribution of Teachers' Concerns-About Use of Discipline

Strategies, Expressel in Percentiles, October 1978 (N = 24)

Figure 7:
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Table 17 - .
Percent of Subjects at Each Level of .Use, October 1978 (N =~23)

\

!

Level of Use 11 .11l IVA IVB

.

Percentage’s

K

s
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seemed that the changes had encouraged teacher responsibility and involvement
in much the same spirit that the innovaaion itself ehcquraged studeht A

responsibility and involvement. .
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